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ABSTRACT 
 
Conflict Climates in Organizations: An Integrated  
Decision-Making Model of Participation in Conflict Resolution Training 
John Krister Lowe 
Little research to date has investigated the role that destructive and constructive conflict climates 
have on individual decisions to engage in conflict resolution interventions in organizations.  One 
such widely employed intervention is conflict resolution training.  The purpose of this 
dissertation was to test the influence of conflict climates on decisions to participate in conflict 
resolution training.  An integrative behavioral inte ion model was formulated that predicted 
intentions to participate.  The model proposed, counter intuitively, that both destructive and 
constructive conflict climates would positively predict reasons for and reasons against 
participation in conflict resolution training.  On o e hand, destructive conflict climates were 
expected to motivate reasons for participating in order to resolve conflicts in the work unit, yet 
simultaneously motivate reasons against participating due to concerns that training may lack 
sufficient power to effect such change.   On the other hand, constructive conflict climates were 
expected to generate reasons for participating to build further morale while simultaneously 
generating reasons against participating due to concerns that the work unit might be functioning 
sufficiently well and therefore not be in need of training.  The reason factors, in turn, were 
expected to predict global conflict resolution motives (i.e., attitudes, subjective norm, and 
perceived control).   Global motives and reason factors were further hypothesized to predict 
behavioral intention, which in turn was expected to predict participation in conflict resolution 
training activities.  A cross-sectional survey design was employed, involving 214 respondents in 
a large international non-governmental organization.  Study hypotheses were tested using 
confirmatory factor analysis and structural equation modeling.  Overall, the study revealed that: 
(1) destructive conflict climate predicted reasons for as well as reasons against participating in 
conflict resolution training, while constructive conflict climate predicted reasons for but not 
reasons against participating; (2) behavioral reasons f r participating in conflict resolution 
training predicted the three global conflict resoluti n motives of attitude, subjective norm, and 
perceived control, while behavioral reasons against participating in conflict resolution training 
predicted attitude and perceived control but not subjective norm; (3) behavioral reasons fully 
mediated the effects of destructive and constructive conflict climates on global motives; (4) the 
global motive factors of attitude and perceived control predicted intention to participate in 
conflict resolution training but subjective norm did not; and (5) behavioral reasons for and 
against participating in conflict resolution training did not predict intention over and above 
global motives.  Exploratory analyses found that destructive and constructive conflict climates 
interacted to predict reasons against participating in conflict resolution training.  Implications of 
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Chapter I: Introduction 
Overview 
 The decisions individuals, groups and organizations make about conflict and its 
management have important implications for a range of individual and organizational outcomes 
(Tjosvold, 2006).  On the negative or destructive sid , conflict in organizations has been 
associated with decreased productivity, lost time, increased costs, decreased health and 
wellbeing, derailment of leaders, decreased commitmen  and job satisfaction, as well as 
increased turnover (De Dreu & Gelfand, 2008).  On the positive or constructive side, conflict has 
been associated with increased creativity and innovati n, increased quality of decision making, 
increased performance, strengthening of relationships, effective management of resources, 
effective risk taking, reduction in bias, increased l adership effectiveness, and increased 
organizational commitment (Jehn, 1995; Tjosvold, 2008).  These seemingly paradoxical findings 
appear to be explained to a large extent by whether the parties involved choose to engage in 
conflict with a competitive or a cooperative orientation or a mixture of the two (Deutsch, 1973; 
Johnson & Johnson, 1989).  Such orientations in tur affect both the dynamics of conflict 
processes as well as their outcomes (Tjosvold, 2006).   
 In addition to fundamental decisions such as whether to engage conflict from a 
competitive or a cooperative orientation, choices are also made by individuals, teams and 
organizations on what methods to employ to prevent, r solve or transform conflicts (Burton, 
1990; Deutsch, 1973; Lederach, 1995).  Such choices range from training individuals and teams 
in conflict resolution skills (Movius, 2008), equipping leaders and managers with conflict 
prevention and management capabilities (Cropanzano, Aguinis, Schminke, & Denham, 1999), 
providing informal and formal third party mediation (Goldman, Cropanzano, Stein & Benson, 
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2008), coaching individuals in conflict (Brinkert, 2006), providing ombuds services (Dibble, 
1997), fostering union-management approaches (Friedman, Hunter, & Chen, 2008), and 
designing integrated conflict management systems (Lipsky, Seeber, & Fincher, 2000; Olson-
Buchanan & Boswell, 2008).  Such choices can also impact the processes and outcomes of 
conflict.   
 The purpose of this dissertation is to test an integrative model of decision making that 
suggests that conflict climates, individual perceptions of destructive and constructive relations 
involving conflict and its management, influence decisions to engage in conflict resolution 
training activities.   To my knowledge, no empirical studies to date have comprehensively 
examined what motivates individuals to participate in conflict resolution training.  While 
concepts from the broader training literature (Colquitt, LePine, & Noe, 2000; Tracey, 
Tannenbaum & Kavanagh, 1995; Tracey & Tews, 2005) such as training climate, training 
transfer climate as well as facet-specific climates (e.g., safety, ethics, diversity, etc.) have been 
found to predict training motivation, little research has been extended into the area of conflict 
resolution training.   
The integrative model in this study builds on theoretical and empirical work conducted in 
the psychological and organizational climate literatu e (James, Choi, Chia-Huei, McNeil, 
Minton, Wright, & Kim, 2008; Kuenzi & Schminke, 2009; Ostroff, 1993; Tracey & Tews, 
2005), the behavioral intention literature (Ajzen, 1991; Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975; Westaby, 2005), 
and the training motivation and effectiveness litera u e (Arthur, Edens, Bell, & Bennett, 2003; 
Colquitt et al., 2000; Maurer, Weiss, & Barbeite, 2003).  In general, the dissertation is rooted in a 
classic Lewinian (Lewin, 1943) integration of situational influences (i.e., conflict climate) and 
psychological processes (i.e., decision making).   
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Since examining all methods of conflict resolution n organizations goes beyond the 
scope of this study, one widely used intervention –conflict resolution training – was selected as 
the focus of the decision-making model.  The American Society for Training and Development 
(2010) reported that in 2009, companies in the United States spent $125 billion on training and 
development efforts.  While no specific figures exist on conflict resolution training expenditures, 
others suggest that hundreds of millions of dollars have been spent in that area in recent years 
(Coleman & Lim, 2001; Movius, 2008; Susskind, 2004).  And while training in general has been 
shown to be effective across a range of outcome crit ria (Arthur et al., 2003), only a few studies 
to date have been conducted assessing conflict resolution training outcomes (Coleman & Lim, 
2001; Zweibel, Goldstein, Manwarring, & Marks, 2008).  This suggests that more research is 
needed given the widespread use of this intervention approach in organizations.  
 In the following sections of this chapter, the context and rationale for the study are 
provided.  First, research on conflict in organizations is reviewed from a broad historical 
perspective in order to situate the current study within the tradition of organizational conflict 
research.  This will help explicate assumptions and values underlying the study.  Second, current 
trends in organizational conflict research are outlined and linkages to the current study 
delineated.  This will help align the study with major trends in the field and within the specific 
domain of conflict research.  Third, key trends in training effectiveness as well as the conflict 
resolution training effectiveness domains are briefly reviewed, including a discussion of 
limitations and important linkages to the proposed tudy.  
Research Context: Macro, Meso and Micro Perspectives 
 Macro perspective: History of organizational conflict research. The study of conflict 
spans a range of disciplines in the physical and social sciences that includes anthropology, 
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sociology, political science, social and organizational psychology, economics, mathematics, 
physics and biology, among others (De Dreu & Gelfand, 2008).  Within the discipline of social 
and organizational psychology, developments in conflict research have paralleled major 
developments in the field.  Jaffee (2008) outlined a meta-framework for understanding the 
evolution of conflict in organizational theory.  The framework examined five phases of 
organizational conflict research spanning the periods from the late 19th century to the present.  A 
brief overview of these phases is summarized below.  The purpose of the summary is to situate 
the dissertation within the broad tradition of theory and research on conflict and conflict 
resolution in organizational settings as well as to note assumptions and values underlying the 
study.   
Phase one in Jaffee’s (2008) meta-framework, the “factory phase,” emphasized 
organizational conflicts resulting from a shift to industrial models of work and the “formal 
subordination of labor” (p. 58).  Conflict resolution efforts within this phase revolved around 
factory owners’ and managers’ use of direct, technical and bureaucratic control approaches 
(Edwards, 1979).  The second phase, “scientific management,” examined conflict as an 
engineering problem (i.e., division of labor based on scientific principles) as well as a 
management control problem (Taylor, 1911).  Conflict resolution efforts within this phase again 
focused on managerial control techniques that were d v loped to respond to employee 
absenteeism, sabotage, low commitment and collective resistance and that resulted from the 
application of scientific management principles.  The landmark Hawthorne studies (Mayo, 1933, 
1945) ushered in the third phase of organizational conflict research and witnessed the emergence 
of human relations theory.  Efforts at conflict prevention and minimization within this phase 
stressed the importance of satisfying human needs with a particular emphasis on fostering social 
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interaction, communication and autonomy.  Exemplars of this work can be found in Maslow’s 
(1943) human needs theory of motivation and human development and McGregor’s (1966) 
Theory X and Theory Y theories of motivation.  The fourth phase, the Rational and Bureaucratic 
approach, emphasized “the creation of formal procedures to guide and facilitate organizational 
behavior” (Jaffee, 2008, p.65).  Based on Weber’s (1947) three principles of formalization, 
instrumentalism, and rational legal authority, conflicts were viewed as best managed through 
clear policies and procedures as well as clear and legitimate lines of authority.  Finally, the fifth 
and current phase, Post-Bureaucratic and Organizational Harmony, emphasizes a contrast to the 
top-down and procedural forms of conflict resolution of the Bureaucratic phase with a focus on 
the flexible alignment of organizational processes and systems within the external environment.  
Such an approach emphasizes dialogue, persuasion and trust (Heckscher & Donnelon, 1994) 
with a view towards participatory models of decision making (Jaffee, 2008).  Citing Schein 
(1992), Jaffee notes that organizational culture becomes an important informal regulator of 
human relations within this phase.    
 In summary, Jaffee’s meta-framework highlighted broad themes in organization conflict 
research.  This study, with its focus on conflict climates and conflict resolution training, assumes 
many of the values and assumptions implicit in the Post-Bureaucratic and Organizational 
Harmony phase, such as training in dialogue, trust, participation as well as the role of 
organizational culture.   
 Meso perspective: Current trends in organizational conflict research.  In addition to 
Jaffee’s meta-framework, current trends in organization l conflict research are also influenced by 
a number of important factors.  First, an acknowledgement that rapid changes such as 
globalization, increasing diversity in the workforce, new technologies, a shift to team-based 
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structures, as well as the shift to the creativity and innovation economy have important 
implications for the dynamic and changing nature of conflict and conflict resolution research (De 
Dreu & Gelfand, 2008; Florida, 2002; Klein & Kozlowski, 2000).  A second important trend is 
that conflict research tends to be isolated from other important topics in organizational behavior 
and few comprehensive efforts have been made to mainstream conflict research into 
organizational psychology (De Dreu & Gelfand, 2008).  A third important feature is the 
emergence of multi-level theories and models, including the multi-level nature of conflict, which 
has received little attention to date (DeDreu & Gelfand, 2008; Klein & Kozlowski, 2000).  Other 
important trends include the debate over positive and negative aspects of conflict (DeDreu, 2008; 
Kellermans, Floyd, Pearson, & Spencer, 2008; Tjosvold, 2008), cross-cultural perspectives 
(Gelfand & Brett, 2004), as well as an increasing emphasis on conflict as a process happening 
over time rather than as a discreet isolated event (DeDreu & Gelfand, 2008).  
In light of this context, the current study will contribute to the above-mentioned trends.  
The first involves mainstreaming conflict research into the broader trends in organizational 
psychology by presenting the notion of conflict climates.   Furthermore, this study will add to the 
debate over the positive and negative aspects of conflict in organizations by examining 
individual perceptions of a constructive conflict climate in relation to those of a destructive 
conflict climate.  How these perceptions influence important outcomes such as decisions to 
participate in conflict resolution training will be examined. 
 Micro perspective: Conflict resolution training in organizations.  Despite the positive 
potential of conflict to drive constructive organizational outcomes as mentioned earlier, conflict 
can have a significant toll on organizational outcomes; some scholars contend that conflict ranks 
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among the most significant costs that organizations ncur (Dana, 1996; DeDreu, 2008).  Some of 
the negative outcomes of workplace conflict identified in the literature include: 
• Increased turnover (Frone, 2000) 
• Increased time spent by managers responding to workplace disputes (Tsiantar, 
2005; Watson & Hoffman, 1996) 
• Increased litigation costs (Bobinski, 2006) 
• The majority of reported employee problems are due to conflict (Dana, 1996) 
• Decreased individual, leader, and team performance (Jehn, 1995; Wayne, 2005) 
• Leadership derailment (Van Velsor & Leslie, 1995) 
• Increased health care costs (Frone, 2000) 
One common approach organizations take to minimize and manage such costs is through 
training (Deutsch, 1995; Movius, 2008; Susskind, 2004).  The research on training effectiveness 
(Arthur et. al., 2003) has established training as a viable intervention approach with medium to 
large effect sizes (Cohen, 1992) being reported across a range of outcome criteria (Kirkpatrick, 
1959, 1976).  The effectiveness of training also extends across types of training, including those 
focusing on cognitive, interpersonal skills or psychomotor change targets (Goldstein & Ford, 
2002) as well as for learning-methodology, such as lecture, discussion, audio-visual, self-
instruction, or equipment simulation (Arthur et al., 2003).  In addition, the empirical research 
suggests that training outperforms many other popular approaches to organizational effectiveness 
such as management by objectives, performance appraisal and feedback and organizational 
development, among others (Arthur et al., 2003).  These findings provide support for the 
importance of studying the antecedents, processes, and outcomes of training.   
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Within the specific area of conflict resolution training research, however, I found only a 
few studies that report on training antecedents, processes, and outcomes (e.g., Coleman & Lim, 
2001; Movius, 2008; Zacker & Bard, 1973; Zweibel et al., 2008).   Of the research that is 
available, the majority tends to focus on outcomes, such as effectiveness across Kirkpatrick’s 
(1959, 1976) four levels of training evaluation and training transfer.  To a lesser extent, some 
research focuses on processes, such as the effect of didactic vs. experiential learning pedagogies 
(Movius, 2008).   Interestingly, I found very little research that has addressed antecedents of 
training, such as training motivation, including individual and situational factors.  This is a 
significant gap since training motivation has been documented as a critical factor predicting 
training effectiveness prior to, during, and after training activities (Colquitt et al., 2000).   
In response to Deutsch’s (1995) widely cited call for more research on conflict resolution 
training, Movius (2008) conducted a review of the negotiation training effectiveness literature,1 
including negotiation studies with a conflict resolution focus.  He stated:  “…the overall trend 
appears to be that negotiation training can have a d monstrable effect on both behaviors and 
business goals in real world environments” (p. 526).  One of the primary sources Movius cited to 
support this assertion is a study by Coleman and Lim (2001) that examined the effects of 
collaborative negotiation skills training.  Their study reported significant effects at the individual, 
interpersonal and work-unit climate levels of analysis.  In terms of guiding future research in this 
area, Movius (2008) noted that further investigation is needed specifically in the following areas: 
the moderating effects of the environment surrounding training in terms of learning and 
                                                           
1 Conflict resolution training includes a number of methods such as negotiation, mediation, dialogue, confli t 
analysis, problem-solving, and communication among thers.  Textbooks on negotiation such as Lewicki, Saunders 
and Barry (2006) discuss the overlap between negotiation and conflict resolution. So while not synonymous, 
negotiation often includes conflict resolution and conflict resolution frequently encompasses negotiati n.  
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application of skills, comparative advantages of pedagogical approaches, individual differences 
in training outcomes with a specific recommendation o examine self-efficacy, and the alignment 
of training with organizational goals.    
Given the limited research extant in the conflict resolution training domain, this study 
seeks to make a contribution by delineating important antecedents of conflict resolution training 
participation.  Specifically, the study will examine the individual motives and decisions for 
participating in conflict resolution training using behavioral intention models (Ajzen, 1991; 
Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975; Westaby, 2005).  Such models have identified key predictors of 
behavior such as behavioral reasons, attitude, subjective norm, and perceived control towards the 
behavior.  The role of self-efficacy or “perceived control” as stated in behavioral intention 
terminology (Ajzen, 1991) will be examined in this study in direct response to Movius’ (2008) 
call mentioned above.   
In addition to these individual factors, situational factors such as conflict climates will be 
examined.  Climate constructs, both in general and those involving facet-specific areas, such as 
safety, diversity, continuous learning, and others (Kuenzi & Schminke, 2009), have been found 
to influence a number of organizational processes and outcomes, including training (Klein & 
Kozlowski, 2000; Tracey & Tews, 2005).  Despite conflict’s importance in organizational 
research, very little research to date has specifically examined the notion of conflict climates.  
Therefore this study presents a new construct – confli t climates – as an important concept for 
inquiry, especially in the area of conflict resolution training.  Taken together, an integration of 
behavioral intention and climate perspectives will provide a model of key antecedents of 
motivation and decision making regarding conflict resolution training.  The model will be tested 
in a real-world organizational setting. 
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 In summary, this study will help to answer a few key questions, thereby narrowing gaps 
in the above-mentioned literature.  These key questions include:  What are the specific 
individual-level factors that influence decisions to engage in conflict resolution training?  Does 
the climate for conflict and conflict resolution, icluding both destructive and constructive 
climates, influence individuals’ decisions to engage in conflict resolution training?  In addition to 
providing empirical evidence surrounding these question , the study has implications for learning 
and development practitioners and policy makers whoultimately make decisions regarding 
conflict resolution training interventions in organizations.   
Overarching Concepts 
 It is important to define terms used throughout this study.  Among the key terms defined 
in the following section are:  conflict, conflict resolution, conflict resolution training, conflict 
climates, training motivation and behavioral intentio . 
 Conflict.  A range of definitions of conflict exist in the literature.   Key features of these 
definitions include conflict as a “process” rather than an event (Barki & Hartwick, 2004; De 
Dreu & Gelfand, 2008), as the experience or perception of “incompatibilities” (Boulding, 1963; 
Coleman, 2003; Deutsch, 1973), as a “struggle” over tangible resources as well as intangible 
values, status and power (Coser, 1956), and as disagreements involving “task and relationship” 
issues (Jehn, 1995).  Tjosvold (2006) noted that many current definitions of conflict are 
confounded as they assume conflicts involve opposing interests and divergent goals.  Defining 
conflict in this way results in an implicit view ofconflict as negative and fails to account for the 
fact that individuals can have similar interests and goals and yet still have conflict.  In this study, 
conflict is presumed to be associated with both potential destructive and constructive outcomes. 
Therefore, a definition with less confounding is required.  Tjosvold (2006) suggested that 
11 
 
Deutsch’s (1973) definition is among those falling to such a category and which is defined as 
“. . . incompatible activities; one person’s actions i terfere, obstruct or in some way get in the 
way of another’s action” (p. 90).  Deutsch (2003) further states that “…conflict can occur in a 
cooperative or a competitive context, and the processes of conflict resolution that are likely to be 
displayed will be strongly influenced by the context within which the conflict occurs” (p. 10).  
One limitation of Deutsch’s definition is that it fails to explicitly mention conflict as a process 
occurring over time.  This is an important feature of current definitions, such as those by Barki 
and Hartwick (2004) and De Dreu and Gelfand (2008). 
 Conflict Resolution.  Burton (1997) defined conflict resolution as “a decision-making 
process which avoids the necessity to rest on power r nforcement by getting to the source of 
problems and resolving them to the satisfaction of all parties” (p.1).  This definition is relevant to 
this dissertation since my research focuses on the decisions of organizational members to 
participate in conflict resolution training as one approach to help resolve present or future 
conflicts.  The advantages of this definition include the decision-making emphasis, the “process” 
aspect as well as the possibility of a positive outc me that “satisfies all parties.”  As outlined in 
the introduction, many methods of resolution fall under the term “conflict resolution,” such as 
negotiation, mediation, dialogue, conflict coaching, cooperative communication, constructive 
controversy, joint problem solving and the like.   
 Conflict Resolution Training.  Conflict resolution training refers to training individuals in 
the “competencies” – a discrete set of knowledge, skills and behavior – required to resolve 
conflict to the satisfaction of all parties involved (Movius, 2008; Schippmann et al, 2000).  
Coleman and Lim (2001) applied a multi-modal framework that included motivational, affective, 
cognitive, behavioral, and environmental factors (i.e., MACBE) to define the content of conflict 
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resolution training (Pruitt & Olczak, 1995).  In addition to the content of training, Lederach 
(1995) notes two general pedagogical approaches to conflict resolution training:  prescriptive and 
elicitive.  In the prescriptive approach, emphasis is placed on the trainer’s explicit knowledge- 
base regarding conflict and conflict resolution, while in the elicitive approach, emphasis is 
placed on the trainees’ implicit knowledge-base rega ding conflict and conflict resolution.  An 
analysis of current training in organizational contexts reveals that the prescriptive approach tends 
to be more common (Movius, 2008).  While it is beyond the scope of this study to compare and 
contrast these approaches, it is important to comment on them since both have similar goals yet 
use different pedagogical approaches to reach those goals.  Given that the prescriptive approach 
is more dominant, conflict resolution training in this study will assume this pedagogical method. 
 Conflict Climates.  I present a new concept in this study entitled “conflict climates” and 
propose that there are two distinct types – destructive and constructive.  Baltes (2001) defined 
psychological climate as “individual descriptions of organizational practices and procedures that 
relate to organizational influences on individual performance, satisfaction and motivation” (p. 
12356). Building on Baltes’ (2001) idea of “individual descriptions,” I define destructive conflict 
climate as “individual perceptions of antagonistic interpersonal relations involving conflict and 
its management.”  I define constructive conflict climate as “individual perceptions of cooperative 
interpersonal relations involving conflict and its management.”  While Baltes (2001) chose the 
word “description” in his definition, others have employed terms such “perceptions” (Rousseau, 
1988; Schneider, 2000) or “meanings” (James & Jones, 1974).  Given the subjective, perceptual, 
and psychological nature of my formulation of conflict climates, the word “perception” will be 
used in this study.  In addition, as conflict climates concern the perceived atmosphere of 
interpersonal relations surrounding conflict and its management, which can be destructive and 
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constructive, these specific negative and positive aspects have also been incorporated into the 
two definitions presented here.   
Behavioral Intention Theories.  Behavioral intention theories such as the theory of 
reasoned action (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975; 1980), the theory of planned behavior (Ajzen, 1991), 
and behavioral reasoning theory (Westaby, 2005) posit that an individual’s intention to engage in 
a behavior is the best predictor of that behavior.  In addition, variations of these theories use 
concepts such as attitudes, subjective norms, perceiv d control, reasons for, and reasons against 
given behaviors as underlying antecedents of intentions. In this study, behavioral intention 




Chapter II: Literature Review 
 Given this study’s focus on conflict climates in decisions to participate in conflict 
resolution training, it is important to review the relevant literature.  First, a review of existing 
research on climate with linkages to conflict and training is examined.  Second, behavioral 
intention theories and their relation to the conflict and training domains are reviewed.  Third, a 
brief overview of perspectives on training motivation is presented to provide additional rationale 
for the motivation and decision-making model presented in this study.  Following these literature 
reviews, limitations and gaps are discussed.  The remainder of the chapter provides an overview 
of the study’s model and an examination of hypotheses to be tested.   
Psychological Climate 
 The study of “climate” – “individuals’ perceptions of their environment” (Rousseau, 
1988; p. 140) – and its impact on organizational behavior originates in early work in social 
psychology more than 70 years ago.  Lewin, Lippitt and White (1939) discussed the notion of 
leadership climates – authoritarian, democratic and l issez-faire – and their impact on employee 
motivation.   Since that time, the study of climate has evolved with a number of observable 
trends.  Some of these trends include the examination of psychological climate at the individual 
level of analysis (James & Jones, 1974; Jones & James, 1979), the aggregation of psychological 
climate measures resulting in group and organization l climates (Schneider, 1990), the 
identification of facet-specific climates (Schneider, 1975; Schneider & Bowen, 1985), the 
delineation of climate taxonomies (Kuenzi & Schminke, 2009; Ostroff, 1993), and the recent 
work on configurations of multiple climate dimensions operating in tandem (Schulte, Shmuylian, 
Ostroff, & Kinicki, 2009).  Climate research is also a major area of focus within multi-level 
theorizing in organizational research (Klein & Kozlwski, 2000). 
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Employees’ perceptions of their work environments have been associated with a range of 
outcomes such as innovation, turnover, performance, job stress, job satisfaction, organizational 
commitment, power, leadership effectiveness, organizational trust, safety, ethics, burnout and 
more (see Parker et al., 2003 for review).  A meta-an lysis of 121 psychological climate studies 
found in the literature between 1967 to 1999 by Parker et al. (2003) established that 
“…psychological climate perceptions do have reliable relationships with employees’ work 
attitudes, psychological well-being, motivation and performance” (p. 405).   
Theoretical Approaches to Climate 
 A number of definitions of climate exist in the literature.  James et al. (2008) made 
reference to the “meanings that people impute to their jobs, co-workers, leaders, pay, 
performance expectations, opportunities for promotion, equity of treatment, and the like” (p. 6). 
Schneider, Ehrhart, and Macey (2013) defined climate as “the shared perceptions of and the 
meaning attached to the policies, practices, and procedures employees experience and the 
behaviors they observe getting rewarded and that are supported and expected” (p. 362).   Baltes 
(2001) suggested a definition of climate as “indiviual descriptions of organizational practices 
and procedures that relate to organizational influeces on individual performance, satisfaction 
and motivation.” (p. 12356). 
In addition to various attempts at defining climate, a major area in the development of 
climate theories involves levels of analysis.  Climate is a construct that has been conceptualized 
at the individual, group, and organizational levels (Baltes, Zhdanova, & Parker, 2009).  Measures 
of climate typically begin with a measurement taken at the individual level.  Individual-level 
measures are often aggregated to form shared perceptions at the higher levels of analysis (Chan, 
1998).  Such aggregations form new constructs that are related yet often distinct from climate at 
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the individual level.  When climate measures do not contain sufficient agreement of shared 
perceptions when aggregated, a weak organizational climate is said to exist.  This suggests that 
the construct may only exist at the psychological or individual level.  When the inverse is true, a 
strong climate may be said to exist at a higher level of analysis.  Strength may also be of a 
greater or lesser degree, depending on the level of rater agreement in composition models (Chan, 
1998; Schneider, Salvaggio, & Subirats, 2002).  Many studies which use the term organizational 
climate are in fact measuring psychological climate at the individual level rather than measuring 
the higher order constructs (Kuenzi & Schminke, 2009).  At the individual level, climate has 
been referred to as psychological climate as it is a property of individuals (Jones & James, 1979).  
This will be the focus of the dissertation as discussed below. 
Jones and James (1979) popularized the term psychological climate and suggested that 
individuals evaluate their work environment in terms of whether it is fundamentally beneficial or 
detrimental to their wellbeing.  As James and James (1989) noted: “Stated simply, people 
respond to work environments in terms of how they prceive these environments, and the key 
substantive concern of perception is the degree to which individuals perceive themselves as 
being personally benefited as opposed to being personally harmed (hindered) by their presence in 
the environment” (p. 748).  In short, psychological limate mediates the impact of environmental 
events and their subsequent affective reactions (James et al., 2008; James & Tetrick, 1986).  
James and James (1989) developed a model of climate dimensions which they found to be 
invariant across diverse contexts and that included four clusters of factors:  leader support and 
facilitation; role stress and lack of harmony; job challenge and autonomy; and workgroup 
cooperation, warmth and friendliness.  James et al. (2008) concluded that these represent four 
distinct yet related domains of organizational behavior and can be viewed as “distinct cognitive 
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organizing principles for perceptual variables” (p. 10).  The four domains referred to are leader, 
role, job, and work group.   
James and James (1989) went on to state that these four domains of psychological climate 
constructs could be hierarchically collapsed into one higher order or superordinate factor which 
they referred to as the “g factor” or general factor.   According to Baltes et al. (2009), some 
research studies support the notion of a single higher order psychological climate factor while 
qualifying that: “Other researchers believe that using the PCg model to justify collapsing 
multiple climate dimensions to study a single indicator of psychological climate could lead to 
neglecting some important and meaningful relationships of lower level factors with outcome 
variables” (p. 671).  Consequently, researchers continue to study psychological climate at both 
the global level (i.e., PCg) as well as at the dimension or domain level (i.e., leader, role, job, and 
work group). 
While James and James’ (1989) four-factor framework remains a popular schema for 
thinking about various dimensions of psychological climate, other frameworks have also been 
proposed.  Ostroff (1993) suggested a three-part frmework consisting of (1) an affective facet 
concerned with people’s involvement and consisting of four corresponding climate dimensions 
(participation, cooperation, warmth, social rewards), (2) a cognitive facet concerned with 
psychological involvement and consisting of four coresponding climate dimensions (growth, 
innovation, autonomy, intrinsic rewards), and (3) an instrumental facet that also included four 
corresponding climate dimensions (achievement, hierarchy, structure, extrinsic rewards).  A 
meta-analysis of 71 samples conducted by Carr, Schmidt, Ford, and DeShon (2003) found 
support for the three dimensions proposed by Ostroff (1993).  The affective pathway in Carr et 
al.’s (2003) path analysis demonstrated the strongest effects on job satisfaction and 
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organizational commitment variables which, in turn, predicted performance, wellbeing, and 
withdrawal outcomes.  
Kuenzi and Schminke (2009) offered another approach in t eir review of the work 
climate literature.  They examined all the empirical studies of work climate in which individual 
levels were aggregated to form higher level constructs and offered a taxonomy of key 
dimensions or facet-specific climates.  Schneider (1975) suggested that scholars examine facet-
specific climates or, in other words, “climates for s mething” (p. 472).  Kuenzi and Schminke 
(2009) identified the following facet-specific climates:  diversity, ethics, global, 
innovation/creativity, justice, leadership, learning and transfer, political, safety, service, and 
support/affective.  Using Katz and Kahn’s (1966) four types of motivational patterns, they 
organized these facets into four categories:  behavioral guidance (e.g., ethics, justice, and 
politics), involvement (e.g., support and affective, participation and decision making, and 
cooperation), development (e.g., learning and transfer, and innovation/creativity), and core 
operations (e.g., service and safety).  
One critique of the climate literature is that few guidelines exist for the development of 
new facet-specific climates, including when to employ a global approach versus a facet-specific 
approach (Kuenzi & Schminke, 2009).  Some researchers lament that “climate research has 
languished as an increasingly large number of dimensions were added to its conceptualization, 
with new facets added each time a researcher thought climate might be useful for understanding 
some interesting phenomenon” (Schneider, 2000, p. 5).  Carr et al. (2003), however, 
recommended that when the outcome of interest is specific such as “safety,” then a facet-specific 
climate (e.g., safety climate) should be used.  They also suggested that when the outcome of 
interest is broader, such as “performance,” then a “broader taxonomy of molar climate 
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constructs” should be considered (p. 605).  This is significant because some studies have failed 
to predict outcome variables using global climate scales whereas significant predictive validity 
was found when using facet-specific scales (Tracey & Tews, 2005).   
Kuenzi and Schminke (2009) suggested that researchers ne d to develop strong 
theoretical reasons for expanding climate into new areas and state that:  “They must identify 
which climate types offer sound theoretical grounds for their existence” (p. 705).  Tracey and 
Tews (2005) also concluded that “climate constructs should be narrowly defined and 
operationalized and be clearly linked to a study’s underlying theoretical foundation and 
dependent variables of interest” (p. 355).  
Facet-Specific Climates: Conflict and Training  
Despite the importance of conflict to a range of important individual and organizational 
processes and outcomes, conflict is not considered as a major feature in global climate models 
nor within facet-specific taxonomies or reviews.  Conflict could theoretically be subsumed 
within some taxonomies such as Ostroff’s (1993) affective cluster and/or the sub-dimension of 
“cooperation” or within Kuenzi and Schminke’s (2009) “involvement” category.   It may not fit 
well within other categorizations such James and James’ (1989) four dimensions of 
psychological climate.   In that taxonomy, conflict would appear to cut across categories.  For 
example, conflict with one’s supervisor is an important type of conflict as is conflict within 
groups and also in relation to conflict stemming from role conflict.  In this example, conflict cuts 
across three of the four dimensions in the taxonomy, demonstrating that it cannot be sufficiently 
captured by one dimension alone.  Or this could suggest that it rises to the broader overarching 
factor in the model, although little theorizing has addressed these issues. 
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Interestingly, while twelve facet-specific climates were identified in Kuenzi and 
Schminke’s (2009) review of organizational climates, no mention of conflict was made at the 
dimension level.  Furthermore, conflict was not featured as a major component within a facet-
specific category either.  The lack of presence of conflict within the climate literature supports 
DeDreu and Gelfand’s (2008) notion of conflict being largely isolated from major themes in 
organizational studies.  Given conflict’s centrality to many organizational processes and 
outcomes, there may be a strong basis to justify the development of a facet-specific measure of 
conflict climate.  As cited earlier, James et al. (2008) suggested that psychological climate 
mediates the occurrence of organizational events and the subsequent affective reactions that 
result.  Clearly, when conflict events (e.g., a dispute with a supervisor or colleague, disruption of 
teams due to disagreements around group tasks and relationships, conflict over promotion 
decisions, etc.) occur in the work environment, they often elicit strong affective reactions and 
result in a range of destructive and constructive outc mes, depending on how they are managed 
(Tjosvold, 2006).  This suggests that conflict is likely to exist as a relevant facet-specific climate.   
In this study, since the behavior in focus, participation in conflict resolution training, is very 
specific, it suggests that a facet-specific climate conceptualization is relevant to the investigation 
(Carr et al., 2003).    
While I am not aware of any research to date that has examined conflict as a facet-
specific climate, training has been examined as a specific facet.  One of Kuenzi and Schminke’s 
(2009) four climate categories concerns “development” a d includes learning and training 
transfer.  Three areas of research in this area can be discerned.  The first involves training 
climate in general; the second concerns training transfer climate; and the third involves 
examining facet-specific climates and their relationship with training participation and outcomes.  
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An organization’s training climate has been found to exert significant influences across the 
whole training process, including pre-training attitudes and motivation, achievement of learning 
objectives, training effectiveness and transfer of t aining effects (Noe & Colquitt, 2002; Tracey, 
Hinkin, Tannenbaum, & Mathieu, 2001; Tracey & Tews, 2005), as well as across multiple levels 
of analysis (Kozlowski & Salas, 1997).  Tracey and Tews (2005) developed and validated a scale 
for measuring general training climate.  The scale assesses three dimensions: managerial support, 
job support and organizational support for training.  In addition to general training climate, the 
climate for transfer of training has also received scholarly attention (Holton, Bates, Seyler, & 
Carvalho, 1997).  Holten, Bates, and Ruona (2000) developed a measure to assess key factors in 
the person, in the training program, and in the organization that influence the transfer of learning 
to the job. Social support factors such as support fr m managers and colleagues have in 
particular been found to predict learning transfer (Tracey et al., 1995).  
 A search of academic databases yields relatively few studies to date that directly examine 
the relationships between facet-specific climates and their influence on training motivation or 
training processes and outcomes.  More often, the studies report the impact of specific climates 
on training outcomes or vice versa.  Fleishman (1953) reported significant relationships between 
leadership climate, leadership training, and post-training transfer effects.  Another study by Neal, 
Griffin and Hart (2000) on safety climate reported a significant prediction for participation in 
safety practices such as training.   Moreover, a study reported by Combs and Luthans (2007) 
found that diversity training was linked to changes in diversity climate as an outcome.  Finally, 
Coleman and Lim (2001) observed that collaborative negotiation skills training positively 
influenced general work climate perceptions.  
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In summary, climate is a widely examined construct in the organizational literature yet 
almost no explicit linkages have been made to the confli t or conflict resolution training 
literatures.  This is surprising given conflict’s centrality to many important antecedents, 
processes and outcomes in organizations.  Furthermor , while constructs related to training 
climate can be found in the climate literature, including linking facet-specific climates to training 
effects and participation in facet-specific activities (e.g., safety activities), very little, if any, 
research has examined the relationship of facet-specific climates with training motivation and 
decisions to participate in training. 
Behavioral Intention Theories 
 In the search to identify the key factors that predict human behavior, behavioral intention 
theories such as the theory of reasoned action (Fishbe n & Ajzen, 1975), theory of planned 
behavior (Ajzen, 1991), and behavioral reasoning theory (Westaby, 2005) can be used.  The 
concepts in the theories have been shown to predict a wide range of behaviors.  See Armitage 
and Conner (2001) and Sheppard, Hartwick and Warshaw (1988) for meta-analytic reviews of 
various concepts.  Behavioral intention theories have also been applied in training settings as 
well (Maurer et al., 2003). 
Theory of Reasoned Action and Theory of Planned Behavior.  Given some of the 
weak correlations that researchers found in the attitude to behavior relationship at the time, 
Fishbein and Ajzen (1975) developed the theory of reasoned action, which identified that attitude 
and subjective norm were independent predictors of intention, especially when measured at a 
specific behavioral level, which in turn were effective predictors of behavior.  Fishbein and 
Ajzen (1975) stated:  “Since much human behavior is under volitional control, most behaviors 
can be accurately predicted from an appropriate measur  of the individual’s intention to perform 
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the behavior in question” (p. 380).  Thus, behavioral intention is a measure of the strength of 
one’s volition to perform a behavior, which is the most direct predictor of behavior in their 
theory.  Attitudes towards a behavior consist of peopl ’s positive or negative evaluation of the 
behavior and result from one’s accessible beliefs about a behavior and the subjective probability 
that the behavior will result in an expected outcome (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975).  Subjective norms 
refer to the influence of expectations of important people in one’s social environment (e.g., 
social pressure to perform a behavior): ". . . the person's perception that most people who are 
important to him or her think he or she should or should not perform the behavior in question . . 
.,” ( Fishbein & Azjen, 1975, p. 302).   
 In addition to attitudes and subjective norms, Ajzen (1991) added perceived control as 
another important predictor of behavioral intentions i  the theory of planned behavior.  This was 
due to the findings in a number of studies showing that despite having a positive attitude towards 
a behavior and a strong subjective norm, an individual might feel constraints towards taking 
action that are beyond his or her volitional control (Armitage & Connor, 2001).  The construct of 
perceived control is related to Bandura’s (1977) concept of self-efficacy contained in social 
cognitive theory (Ajzen, 1991).  Bandura (1977) defin d self-efficacy as “ . . . the conviction that 
one can successfully execute the behavior required to produce certain outcomes” (p. 193).  Ajzen 
(1988) defined perceived behavioral control as “ . . . an individual's perceived ease or difficulty 
of performing the particular behavior” (p. 133 ). 
These three factors can also be conceptualized as overall summaries of one’s distal 
behavioral beliefs, normative beliefs, and control beliefs towards a given behavior.2  In all, 
                                                           
2 Expectancy value models attempt to explain and preict individual attitudes towards actions.  Specifically, 
attitudes are developed as a function of one’s expectations of the outcomes that will result from enacting a given 
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attitudes, subjective norm and perceived control are used in the theory of planned behavior to 
predict behavioral intentions. 
 A meta-analysis of 185 independent samples testing the theory of planned behavior by 
Armitage and Connor (2001) reported large effect sizes (Cohen, 1992) when predicting self-
reported behaviors and medium effect sizes when predicting observable or objective behaviors.  
In an earlier meta-analysis of studies employing the theory of reasoned action by Sheppard et al. 
(1988), strong support was demonstrated for the attitude, subjective norm, and intention 
relationships in the prediction of behaviors in the 87 studies reviewed. 
Behavioral Reasoning Theory.  Westaby (2005) observed that one of the limitations f 
behavioral intention models is that they “. . . have not theoretically addressed if or how ‘reason’ 
concepts provide unique insight into motivational mechanisms” (p. 97).  Subsequently, Westaby 
(2005) proposed behavioral reasoning theory, which suggests that reasons provide an important 
linkage between people’s beliefs and values, global motives (e.g., attitudes, subjective norm and 
perceived control), intentions, and behaviors.  Globa  motives are defined by Westaby (2005) as 
“broad substantive factors that consistently influence intentions across diverse behavioral 
domains” (p. 98).  In contrast, reasons are defined as “the specific subjective factors people use 
to explain their anticipated behavior” (Westaby, 2005, p. 100).  The theory predicts that beliefs 
and values predict reasons which in turn predict global motives.  Global motives predict 
intentions which then predict behavior.  Reasons are also expected to predict variance in 
intentions over and above global motives through justification and defense processes in many 
contexts.  Beliefs and values can also predict global motives over and above reasons due to 
automated processes in many contexts, which implies that deeper reason activation is 
                                                                                                                                                                                           




circumvented (Westaby, 2005).  Tests of the theory on turnover behaviors, overseas relocation 
behaviors as well leadership decision making (Westaby 2005; Westaby, Probst & Lee, 2010) 
provide support for the theory suggesting that reason constructs be included in behavioral 
intention research. 
Applications of Behavioral Intention Theories: Conflict and Training.  I am not 
aware of any empirical studies that have applied behavioral intention theories to the prediction of 
conflict or conflict resolution training in organizations.  However, a conceptual paper by Shapiro 
and Watson (2000) suggested that the theory could be applied to the training of students in 
conflict resolution.  In addition, they theorized tha  such training would likely promote “a climate 
of positive conflict management” in schools (p. 189).  Given the wide range of behaviors to 
which behavioral intention theories have been applied and the integrative nature of the theories 
to organize a wide range of behavioral predictors, there is support for the extension of the theory 
into the domain of conflict resolution and conflict resolution training. 
Despite the lack of application to conflict climates, a number of studies have applied 
behavioral intention theories to training settings.  In one longitudinal study conducted by Maurer 
et al. (2003), behavioral intention concepts (i.e., attitudes, self-efficacy, intentions) significantly 
mediated the effects of individual, situational, motivational, and age variables on involvement in 
learning and development activities.  In another study examining voluntary participation in 
employee development activities, Hurtz and Williams (2009) reported significant predictions for 
attitude and intention in their conceptual model.  In a randomized control study conducted by 
Casper (2007), the theory of planned behavior predict  intentions to use an assessment tool by 
mental health professionals participating in a training.  Dawkins and Frass (2005) also found 
support for the prediction of union workers’ intentio s to participate in an employee engagement 
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program using attitude, subjective norm, and perceived control measures.  Finally, a study by 
Cundiff, Nadler, and Swann (2009), investigating participation in diversity training programs 
based on Wiethoff’s (2003) model, reported significant predictions of attitude and intention 
constructs on participation rates.  
I was unable to find any published studies to date that have used behavioral reasoning 
theory in the conflict or training domains.  Given the importance of examining context specific 
reasons for and against engaging in a specific behavior, the inclusion of reason variables into 
studies examining participation in training programs is expected to explain variance in global 
motives and intentions.  In summary, behavioral intention theories have predicted a range of 
volitional behaviors including participating in training and development activities in 
organizations.  Although little applications of these theories exist in the conflict or conflict 
resolution training domains, the literature available from the broader behavioral intention 
literature as well as applications to training behaviors support their extension to the realm of 
conflict resolution training. 
Training Motivation 
Training motivation or “motivation to learn” has received significant attention in the 
training literature and is defined as “the direction, intensity, and persistence of learning-directed 
behavior in training contexts” (Colquitt, LePine, & Noe, 2000, p. 678). This literature is 
concerned with the individual and situational factors that influence motivations to engage in 
learning.  Training motivation has been found to be an important predictor of training outcomes 
prior to, during and after training events.  Colquitt et al. (2000) reported in their meta-analysis of 
training motivation research that motivation to learn positively predicts a number of important 
training outcomes, such as declarative knowledge, skill acquisition, post-training efficacy, and 
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reactions to training (Kraiger, Ford, & Salas, 1993).  A meta-analysis of training effectiveness by 
Arthur et al. (2003) outlined a number of additional i dividual and situational effects that can 
influence training effectiveness.  Their findings showed that organizational climate, trainer 
characteristics, organizational framing of training, training content, as well as the opportunity to 
use skills, were important situational factors.  They also proposed self-efficacy, cognitive ability, 
motivation, and goal orientation as important indivi ual factors to consider. 
Colquitt et al. (2000) developed an integrative theory of training motivation based on 
their meta-analysis of the research in this area.  In their model, training motivation and 
motivation to learn, partially mediates a number of endogenous and exogenous variables that 
have been found to be predictive of important factors observed in previous training studies.  The 
endogenous variables in their model were pre-training self-efficacy, valence, as well as a number 
of job/career variables (i.e., job involvement, organizational commitment, career commitment, 
career exploration, and career planning).  The exogn us variables included personality factors 
(i.e., locus of control, conscientiousness, anxiety, and achievement motivation), demographic 
characteristics (i.e., age), and situational factors (i.e., organizational climate, manager support, 
and peer support).  Cognitive ability is an additional factor included in their model that 
moderates pre-training self-efficacy as well as learning outcomes.  Empirical findings for their 
theory supported a partially mediated model (Colquitt et al., 2000).  Findings of particular 
significance to the research study here include the climate and self-efficacy results.  The authors 
noted that “examination of situational characteristics remains surprisingly rare in the literature” 
and that “future research is therefore needed to ident fy the specific facets of climate…that have 
the most positive relationships with training motiva on and outcomes” (p. 700).  Despite these 
observations, their findings suggested situational ch racteristics were significant both in terms of 
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climate as well as supervisory support.  Regarding self-efficacy, pre- and post-training self-
efficacy were found to be related to learning motivation while post-training efficacy predicted 
transfer of learning effects. 
Maurer et al.’s (2003) model of involvement in learning and development activities 
examined age, individual and situational factors, and motivational variables on intentions to 
participate in learning and development activities.  The model, influenced by the theory of 
planned behavior, found that motivation – consisting of development self-efficacy, perceived 
benefits and attitudes towards development – predict  intentions to participate, which in turn 
predicted participation.  In their model, situational (i.e., work and non-work support), individual 
career (i.e., job involvement, perceived need, and career insight) and individual learning 
preparedness (i.e., prior participation, learning axiety, perceived intelligence, learning qualities, 
declining mind, and general self-efficacy) as well as age (i.e., chronological age and perceived 
relative age) significantly predicted the motivational factors.   
The above-mentioned models of training motivation suggest that a number of situational 
as well as individual factors exert important effects on training motivation, which in turn predict 
training effectiveness as well as post-training transfer.  In addition, the tested models provide 
support for the inclusion of climate as well as concepts in behavioral intention theories (i.e., 
subjective norms, perceived control, attitudes, etc.) in the domain of training.  
Limitations 
 The literature reviewed above includes some limitations relative to the current study.  
First, neither the climate literature nor the behavioral intention literature offers applications to the 
domain of conflict studies.  This is as important, given conflict’s relevance to most aspects of 
organizational life such as leadership, teams, divers ty, organizational commitment, health, 
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change, and other factors (De Dreu & Gelfand, 2008).  Once again, conflict research remains 
isolated from important areas of investigation in organization studies, as supported by this 
review. 
A second area of limitation is that the conflict resolution training literature, which was 
cited and linked within the psychological climate and behavioral intention reviews outlined 
above, is largely non-existent.  Of the few studies conducted to date, only training processes and 
outcomes have been examined.  Thus far, little, if any research has examined antecedents of 
conflict resolution training, such as training motiva ion.  Theory and research in this specific area 
then requires building new theories and models based on literature in other areas, such as 
climate, behavioral intentions, and training motivation.  Given the large amounts of money 
invested in conflict resolution training in organizations and the lack of research on its processes, 
a strong applied argument also exists for conducting more research in this area.    
A third area of limitation is that, of the climate r search available within the area of 
training, very little precedent exists for examining facet-specific climates and their influence on 
training variables such as participation in learning a d development activities.  More general 
approaches such as employing broader measures of training climate are the norm.  While the 
guidelines by Carr et al. (2003) outlined earlier sem clear when making choices between using 
global versus facet specific climates, it appears that specificity remains unexamined within the 
training domain.  It is presumed in this dissertation that facet-specific climates are relevant to the 






Overview of the Model 
 Based on the existing literature on psychological climate, behavioral intentions, and 
training motivation, I specify an integrative process model predicting participation in conflict 
resolution training activities (See Figure 1).  
First, destructive and constructive conflict climates – new facet-specific climate 
dimensions – are expected to predict context-specific reasons for and against participating in 
conflict resolution training activities.  Second, reasons are expected to predict global motives 
towards conflict resolution training, including attitude, subjective norm, and perceived control.  
Third, global motives and reasons are expected to predict the behavioral intention to participate 
in the training activities.  Finally, behavioral inte tion is expected to predict participation.  In the
subsections below, factors depicted in the model are discussed, relationships between factors are 
outlined, and associated hypotheses are presented.     
Conflict Climates  
The topic of conflict is not featured explicitly orp ominently in current 
conceptualizations of psychological or organizational climate.  While conflict could be subsumed 
within a number of the meta-categories of climate such as work group cooperation, friendliness 
and warmth (James & James, 1989), affective climate (Ostroff, 1993), or support and affective 
climate (Kuenzi & Schminke, 2009), in this study, I propose examining a new facet-specific 
climate – conflict climates.  As others (Carr et al., 2003; Schneider, 2000; Tracey & Tews, 2005) 
have suggested, the choice of a facet-specific climate may be supported when the topic of 
empirical investigation is also specific.  A number of guidelines for developing facet-specific 
climates are offered in the literature including: identifying a strong theoretical rationale for the 
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underlying dimensions of the construct (Kuenzi & Schminke, 2009), specifying the appropriate 
level of analysis (Ostroff & Rothausen, 1997), and considering measurement issues such as using 
individual or organizational referents (Baltes et al., 2009; Chan, 1998).  Based on these 
prescriptions, below, I address the theoretical ration le for the development of a conflict climate 
construct.  Key underlying dimensions of the construct and levels of analysis issues will be 
addressed as well.  In Chapter 3 (Methods) and Chapter 4 (Results), measurement issues 
involving the conflict climate scales are outlined in detail. 
Theoretical Rationale for Facet-Specific Conflict Climate 
Kuenzi and Schminke (2009) suggested that researchers ne d to develop strong 
theoretical reasons for expanding climate into new areas and stated that: “They must identify 
which climate types offer sound theoretical grounds for their existence” (p. 705).  I was unable to 
find any theoretical models to date that have proposed the existence of a conflict climate 
construct in the organizational psychology literatue.  This is surprising given that conflict is 
woven into the fabric of organizational life.  As the meta-framework introduced earlier by Jaffee 
(2008) suggests, conflict has been a primary area of concern throughout the history of 
organization studies.  Conflict is an inevitable by-product of organizational life and, not 
surprisingly, is related to many important topics in organizational psychology, such as 
leadership, teams, creativity, turnover, justice, and more.  Given the importance of conflict to 
many aspects of organizational life and the fact tha it has been studied at the individual, 
interpersonal, team, and organizational levels of analysis, a solid basis exists for its extension 
into the realm of climate as well.  Such an effort responds to DeDreu and Gelfand’s (2008) call 





In addition to the above rationale, Gelfand, Leslie, and Keller (2008) recently developed 
a similar argument for the study of “conflict cultures” – defined as “shared norms that specify 
how conflict should be managed in an organizational setting” (p. 137).  They delineated four 
types of conflict cultures that operate at the organiz tional, team, and individual levels of 
analysis: dominating, collaborative, avoidant and passive-aggressive.  A recent empirical study 
by Gelfand, Leslie, Keller, and De Dreu (2012) supported the existence of three of the conflict 
cultures (i.e. dominating, collaborative and avoidant).  Gelfand et al. (2008) stated: “Many 
phenomena in organizations, whether it is innovation, leadership, or job attitudes, involve 
multiple levels of analysis [i.e., culture, climate, psychological climate], and conflict 
management should be of no exception” (p. 139).  Organizational culture was defined by Hill 
and Jones (2001) as the “the specific collection of values and norms that are shared by people 
and groups in an organization and that control the way they interact with each other and 
with stakeholders outside the organization” (p. 68).  Organizational climate, on the other hand, is 
more concerned with shared perceptions of patterns of behavior, attitudes, and feelings that can 
shift depending on events and the actions of organizational participants.  Organizational climate 
is thought to manifest culture through shared practices and behaviors (Denison, 1996).  See 
Denison (1996) and Martin (2002) for reviews on the similarities and distinctions between 
culture and climate.  Building on Gelfand et al.’s (2008) theoretical rationale, I suggest that the 
existence of an organizational culture of conflict presupposes the existence of conflict climates 
as well. 
Dimensions Underlying Conflict Climate: Destructive and Constructive  
The next issue of concern when developing a facet-sp cific climate involves specifying 





that different climate scales examining the same fac t such as “safety” often vary in the number 
of underlying dimensions.  They suggested that a cle r rationale be provided for inclusion of 
dimensions.  I propose that two primary dimensions u derlie conflict climates: destructive and 
constructive.   
The organizational conflict literature provides coneptual as well as empirical support for 
the negative as well as positive functions of conflict (Coser, 1956; De Dreu, 1997; Jehn, 1995; 
Tjosvold, 2008).  A number of scholars (Deutsch, 1973; Tjosvold, 2006) have suggested that 
how individuals think about and respond to conflict de ermines whether it has the potential for 
destructive or constructive outcomes.  While other sub-dimensions of conflict have been outlined 
in the literature such as intensity, task vs. relationship, active vs. passive, agreeable vs. 
disagreeable, pro-self vs. pro-social, tractable vs. intractable, legitimate vs. illegitimate, equal vs.
unequal power differences, and more (Coleman, 2003; De Dreu & Carnevale, 2003;  De Dreu & 
Gelfand, 2008; Gelfand et al., 2008; Jehn, 1995; Shaw, Zhu, Duffy, Scott, Shih, & Susanto, 
2010),  I argue that these sub-dimensions can largely be collapsed into the higher order 
destructive and constructive dimensions.  This rationale is partially based on James and James 
(1989) finding that the main underlying dimension of gl bal psychological climate at the molar 
level can be explained by a higher order factor called “PCg” (Psychological Climate General).  
This general factor suggests that individuals employ a simpler, more integrated cognitive schema 
to appraise the work environment.  Specifically, peopl  respond to their work environments 
based on the degree to which they perceive themselves as being personally benefited, personally 
harmed or hindered by their presence in the environment.  I use the term destructive conflict 
climate since conflict and its outcomes (i.e., cognitive, affective, behavior, environmental, etc.) 





De Dreu, 2008) have also reported measuring negative psychological constructs within the 
domain of conflict such as negative conflict cognitions and affect.   I also choose to use the term 
constructive conflict climate because cooperative strategies are often relied upon to transform 
conflict into a constructive force.  In addition, as most individuals do not view conflict as 
positive, a term that captures the constructive aspct  and outcomes of conflict seems intuitive.   
As mentioned earlier, constructive conflict outcomes such as better problem solving, enhanced 
decision making, leadership effectiveness, and increased innovation, among others, often occur 
as a result of and within a cooperative context.  It should also be noted that competition can 
occur within both destructive and constructive conflict climates.  Competition that occurs within 
the context of a cooperative framework or goal structure can foster positive outcomes.  The 
conflict resolution method, constructive controversy, i  but one example in which the 
competitive debate and intellectual opposition thatoccurs within an overarching integrative 
problem-solving process can lead to constructive outcomes (Johnson, Johnson, & Tjosvold, 
2000). 
I also propose two dimensions (destructive and constructive) instead of one (overall 
conflict).  For example, an employee may have destructive conflict climate perceptions about an 
immediate situation involving a dispute with a supervisor, but could however be optimistic about 
an overarching constructive conflict climate when co sidering the long-term relationship and 
hoping to resolve the problem in the future.  
Similar to James and James (1989), I suggest that individuals also appraise conflict 
climates as to whether they have destructive and/or constructive effects on their emotional well-
being.  Affective dimensions of work climate tend to be among the best representations of work 





individuals (Coleman & Lowe, 2007), I suggest that perceptions about conflict will then 
primarily revolve around potential effects on well-being.  In support of this notion, it is observed 
that a major area of interest in the organizational conflict literature concerns health and wellness 
outcomes such as stress, physical and mental health, health care costs, aggression, and violence 
(Spector & Bruk-Lee, 2008).  While negative health nd wellness outcomes tend to capture much 
attention by scholars, others such as Tjosvold (2008) have also suggested that positive or 
constructive conflict can conversely lead to a number of positive health and wellness outcomes, 
such as improved relationships, increased health, engagement, and improved communication.  
These two sets of findings suggest that conflict likely influences destructive and constructive 
perceptions depending on whether individuals perceive potential losses or benefits when faced 
with such situations.  Work in the areas of regulatory focus (Higgins, 1997) and prospect theory 
(Gayer, Landman, Halperin, & Bar-Tal, 2009; Kahneman & Tversky, 1979) supports the notion 
of the potential for losses as well as gains present d by situations such as conflict.3  Moreover, 
constructive conflict climate stresses how opportunities for constructive transformation may 
result from conflict situations. 
Support for the notion of destructive and constructive dimensions of conflict is also 
provided by Coleman and Lim’s (2001) study of collaborative negotiation skills training.  In this 
study, positive and negative beliefs and emotions twards conflict and conflict resolution were 
examined as an outcome of training.  Results reportd a significant change in positive and 
                                                           
3 Regulatory focus is a goal pursuit theory that suggests that individuals focus on desired end states and are 
motivated by either a promotion focus or a prevention focus (Higgins, 1997).  The promotion approach focuses on 
hopes and accomplishments or gains while the prevention approach focuses on safety, responsibilities and “non-
losses.”  Prospect theory suggests that potential losses are psychologically more powerful than potential gains.  
Individuals have a negativity bias which predisposes them to attend to negative information more attentiv ly than 





negative beliefs about conflict as well as a decrease in negative emotions associated with conflict 
as a result of training.  While the results did notfind statistically significant effects on change in 
positive emotions towards conflict, the study provides conceptual support for the existence of 
both destructive and constructive dimensions of conlict climate. 
In summary, while many sub-dimensions of conflict exist and could theoretically be 
incorporated into a model of the underlying dimensio  of conflict climates, the more simplistic, 
affect-driven and heuristic nature of our responses to conflict are expected to subsume many of 
these dimensions into a broader two-factor representatio .  This does not preclude researchers 
from examining how the various factors in the literatu e may be subsumed within the destructive 
and constructive dimensions, symmetrically, or asymmetrically. 
Levels of Analysis 
In addition to specifying the underlying dimensions of a facet-specific climate, 
determining the appropriate level of analysis also requires consideration (Ostroff & Rothausen, 
1997).  Given that measures of climate often begin with individual-level items which are then 
aggregated to form higher level constructs, I propose examining the construct in this study at the 
individual level.  I argue that firmly establishing the existence of conflict climate at the 
individual level of analysis will provide the foundation for examining more complex models 
including cross-level effects that go beyond the focus of this study (Chan, 1998).  Specificity 
issues largely stem from scholars who use organizational climate terminology when they in fact 
operationalize climate at the individual level (Kuenzi & Schminke, 2009).  Therefore, while 
specifying the level of climate is important for con eptual reasons, it is also largely a concern of 
measurement.  I also focus on psychological climate, because various groups with clear 





Conflict Climates  Behavioral Intention Processes 
Given the above conceptualization of conflict climates, I propose that conflict climates will 
influence how individuals manage conflict, such as deciding to participate in conflict resolution 
training.  Specifically, I propose that when destruc ive conflict climate is high, participants will 
have reasons for attending training as there will be a perceived need or benefit in participating 
(i.e., to fix the social problems).  Training motivation research supports the importance of 
valence or benefits for participating in training (Colquitt et al., 2000).  Intrinsic benefits of 
participating are especially important in an indiviual’s decision calculus (Maurer et al., 2003).  
Counter intuitively, in addition to reasons for attending training, I suspect that destructive 
conflict climates will simultaneously generate reasons against participating.  This is because 
individuals may feel hopeless that training will be strong enough of an intervention in order to 
change the workplace environment surrounding conflict.  Past research (Jehn, 1995; Shaw et al., 
2011) demonstrated that the intensity or level of conflict can affect conflict processes, such as 
conflict orientations and conflict management strategies.  Additional research by Zweibel et al. 
(2008) on conflict resolution training supported the notion that training participants are often 
concerned about whether competencies developed will work when applied in real-world 
contexts.  Therefore, some individuals may generate reasons that conflict is too difficult to 
manage given its intensity and therefore training is a waste of time, despite seeing the value of 
conflict resolution training in general.  It should be noted that intensity is not incorporated as a 
separate factor in this model since it is conceptualized as being subsumed within the two 
dimensional structure on conflict climates discussed earlier (e.g., high conflict intensity is similar 





Constructive conflict climates on the other hand are also likely to influence individuals’ 
reasons for and against participating in conflict resolution training.  Given that little theoretical 
or empirical research exists supporting the notion of conflict-free environments (see Danesh & 
Danesh, 2002 for exception), individuals who perceive constructive conflict climates in their 
work units will likely realize that creating and maintaining such an environment requires 
proactive conflict resolution investments or what Burton (1990) calls “provention.”  Training is 
likely one area where such proactive efforts would be supported.  Constructive conflict climates 
are also expected to generate reasons against partici ting in conflict resolution training as some 
individuals may feel confident in their conflict management capacities and believe that training 
is not needed, given the types of conflicts they are f cing.  If they are effective in conflict 
resolution, it may be that they have been trained i the past and therefore may not see the benefit 
of additional training.   
I expect reasons to partially (not fully) mediate conflict climate’s effects on global motives.  
That is, conflict climates should predict reasons but also have direct effects on global motives 
over and above reasons.  As Westaby (2005) notes, “Direct linkages between beliefs and global 
motives are also expected because of automated processes that may circumvent deeper reason 
activation” (p. 99).  Destructive and constructive conflict climates may influence attitudes more 
directly given the effects of climate to operate on more simple, integrated cognitive structures 
such as the PCg (Perceived Psychological Climate General) suggested by James and James 
(1989) that may not be highly accessible to consciousness as are reasons.   Specifically, I predict 
that both destructive and constructive conflict climates will positively predict attitudes towards 
conflict resolution training, the reason being that those living within a destructive conflict 





while those living within a constructive conflict climate will also automatically see, in general, 
that creating and maintaining such environments requi s new knowledge, skills, and abilities in 
conflict resolution.  Thus, my hypotheses regarding conflict climate are as follows: 
Hypothesis 1a:  Destructive conflict climate is expected to positively predict reasons against 
as well as reasons for participating in conflict resolution training. 
Hypothesis 1b:  Constructive conflict climate is expected to positively predict reasons 
against as well as reasons for participating in conflict resolution training. 
Hypothesis 1c:  Destructive conflict climate will positively predict global attitudes towards 
conflict resolution training.  
Hypothesis 1d:  Constructive conflict climate will positively predict global attitudes towards 
participating in conflict resolution training. 
Hypothesis 1e:  Reasons for and against will partially mediate the eff ct of destructive and 
constructive conflict climates on global attitudes. 
Reasons  Global Motives  Intention 
 Reasons help provide linkages between peoples’ beliefs and their attitudes, subjective 
norms, and perceived control in relation to specific behaviors (Westaby, 2005).  Context-specific 
reasons, which are measured by developing items based on elicitation research (Westaby, 2005), 
are advantageous in the prediction of global motives and intention given their context specificity.  
Theoretically, reasons help individuals justify their decisions and subsequent behaviors.  
Westaby (2005) cited a number of theories to support the power of reasons on decisions 
including the theory of explanation-based decision making (Pennington & Hastie, 1993), reasons 
theory (Westaby & Fishbein, 1996), and functional motivation theories (Clary et al., 1998).  See 





decisions and behaviors since they help individuals to consider the acceptability of decision 
alternatives, they help individuals justify their decisions which may promote a sense of self-
worth, and they address underlying functions that support behavior and behavior change.   
 No studies in my review exist in the published literature that document the application of 
reasons to the prediction of training participation.  However, support for applications of the 
theory have been found in the applied domains of turnover intention, leadership decision making, 
and overseas relocation decisions (Westaby 2005; Westaby et al., 2010).  Given the above 
arguments, I propose that reasons will predict global motives and intentions regarding 
participation in conflict resolution training.   
Hypothesis 2a:  Reasons for participating in conflict resolution training will positively 
predict global motives towards participation in conflict resolution training, including 
attitude, subjective norm, and perceived control. 
Hypothesis 2b:  Reasons against participating in conflict resolution raining will 
negatively predict global motives towards participation in conflict resolution training, 
including attitude, subjective norm, and perceived control. 
Hypothesis 2c:  Reasons for and against participating in conflict resolution training will 
positively and negatively predict behavioral intentio , respectively, over and above 
global motives alone. 
Global Motives (Attitude, Subjective Norm, Perceived Control)  Intention 
 The theory of reasoned action (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975) suggests the key predictors of an 
individual’s intention to perform a behavior are attitudes towards the behavior as well as 
subjective norms concerning the behavior.  In addition to these two constructs, the theory of 





behavioral prediction model.  Armitage and Connor (2001) reported in their meta-analysis of 185 
studies of the theory of planned behavior that attiude, subjective norm and perceived control 
together predict intention with an average multiple correlation of .63.  This constitutes a medium 
to large effect size (Cohen, 1992), suggesting that the hree factors together substantively predict 
behavioral intentions.  Each factor is discussed below in more depth and corresponding study 
hypotheses are proposed. 
Attitude  
 Gordon Allport (1935) suggested that the study of attitudes was the “keystone in the 
edifice of social psychology” (p. 708).  Since that time, numerous studies have been conducted 
examining the relationship between attitudes and behaviors.  Perloff (2008) defined attitudes as 
“learned, global evaluations of a person, object, place, or issue that influence thought and action” 
(p. 59).    In a meta-analysis of 88 studies examining the attitude to behavior relationship, Krauss 
(1995) concluded that “attitudes specifically predict future behavior” (p. 63) with a mean 
multiple correlation of .38.  This suggests that on average, attitudes have medium effect sizes 
based on Cohen’s (1992) small, medium, and large effect size taxonomy.   
 Within the theory of reasoned action and theory of planned behavior, underlying 
determinants of attitude consist of one’s accessible be iefs about a behavior and the subjective 
probability that the behavior will result in an expcted outcome.  Armitage and Conner (2001) 
reported that behavioral beliefs on average predict 25% of the variance in attitude and that 
attitude predicts on average 24% of the variance in intention.  Both these effects are considered 
large in size.  Maurer et al. (2003), in their study of participation in work-related learning and 
development that utilized a structural equation model, reported that attitude significantly 





The above review provides support for attitude as asignificant predictor of variance in 
behavioral intention.  Furthermore, such effects have lso been found in learning and 
development contexts (Maurer et al., 2003).  Therefore, I expect attitude towards conflict 
resolution training will predict intention to participate in the training. 
Hypothesis 3a:  Attitude towards participating in conflict resolution training will be 
positively related to behavioral intention to participate in conflict resolution training. 
Subjective Norm 
  Subjective norm was defined by Fishbein and Ajzen (1975) as “the person’s perception 
that most people who are important to him think he s ould or should not perform the behavior in 
question” (p. 302).  Subjective norm theoretically stems from normative beliefs (i.e., normative 
beliefs x motivation to comply).  There has been some debate in the literature given that 
subjective norm has often been found to be the weakest predictor in behavioral intention studies 
(Godin & Kok, 1996; Sheppard et al., 1988; Van den Putte, 1991).  This has resulted in the 
suggestion (Sparks, Sheppard, Wieringa, & Zimmermanns, 1995) that subjective norm be 
dropped from behavioral intention models.  However, others (Trafimow & Finlay, 1996) have 
found that in some cases, an individual’s behavioral ntention may be driven more by attitude 
while in other cases, intentions can be driven by subjective norm.  It has also been noted that 
many studies have assessed subjective norm with a sngle item rather than with multi-item 
scales, suggesting a possible measurement problem (Armitage & Connor, 2001).  In their meta-
analysis, Armitage and Connor (2001) reported that subjective norm was the weakest of the three 
behavioral intention predictors.  Despite this, however, subjective norm demonstrated a medium 





reported that normative beliefs (i.e., the belief-based formulation) predict subjective norm with a 
larger effect size, accounting for 25% of the variance in subjective norm. 
 Although a slightly different construct, in the training area, research has demonstrated 
that there are linkages between support from one’s supervisors and peers and training motivation.  
A meta-analysis by Colquitt et al. (2001) testing a integrated theory of training motivation, 
reported that support from supervisors and colleagus had a significant standardized path 
coefficient of .25 in their structural equation model.  They also reported significant standardized 
regression coefficients in their path analysis betwe n support and learning motivation (.24), post-
training self-efficacy (.91), and training transfer (.12).  The very large relationship between 
support and self-efficacy is particularly notable, suggesting that support is even more of a critical 
factor in the post-training environment than it is in the pre-training context, although the strength 
of the relationship may suggest that the two concepts are measuring the same thing, which 
confirmatory factors analyses should explore in the future.     
 Maurer et al. (2003) also found that both support fr m people at work as well as support 
from people outside of work predicted attitudes towards development.  In sum, while subjective 
norm may be a weaker predictor in comparison to attitudes or perceived control factors, it 
nonetheless has been demonstrated to predict significant variance in intentions.  In all, I expect 
subjective norm to be positively related to participat on in conflict resolution training activities.  
Hypothesis 3b:  Subjective norm will be positively related to behavioral intention to 
participate in conflict resolution training activities. 
Perceived Control 
Ajzen (1985) extended the theory of reasoned action by offering the theory of planned 





intention.  Ajzen argued that while an individual may have a positive attitude towards a behavior 
as well as support from significant others, the behavior may not always be fully under that 
person’s control.  Some behaviors may be more or less difficult to achieve depending on the 
situation and one’s perception of control.  The conceptualization of perceived control is partially 
related to Bandura’s (1977) self-efficacy theory.  Self-efficacy, whether one has the conviction to 
perform a given behavior, is determined by motivation, feelings of frustration, and performance 
expectations.  Behavior has been demonstrated to be predicted by one’s confidence in 
performing the behavior (Bandura, Adams, Hardy, & Howells, 1980).  Fishbein and Cappella 
(2006) suggested, as did Ajzen (1991), that self-efficacy and perceived control are highly related 
constructs, although measures testing the construct have differed.   
 Perceived control, defined as an “individual’s ease or difficulty in performing a particular 
behavior” (Ajzen, 1988, p. 133), is theoretically influenced by one’s control beliefs (i.e., control 
belief x perceived power).  Control beliefs concern one’s views about the presence of factors that 
might obstruct or facilitate one’s performance of a given behavior (Ajzen, 2001).  Armitage and 
Conner (2001) reported an average medium effect size of .41 for the relationship between 
perceived behavioral control and its prediction of behavioral intention.  In addition, control 
beliefs were reported in their meta-analysis to have n average large effect size of .52 in the 
prediction of perceived control.  Perceived behavioral control was also reported to have an 
average medium effect size of .37 in terms of direct prediction with behavior.  Finally, they 
report that, on average, perceived behavioral control adds 6% of the variance to the prediction of 
behavioral intention over and above attitude and subjective norm.  
 In the training literature, the concepts of self-efficacy and perceived behavioral control 





Colquitt et al. (2001) reported that self-efficacy had a .29 standardized path coefficient in relation 
to learning motivation in their path model as well as a .27 path to transfer of training effects.  
Dawkins and Frass (2005) reported that perceived control was the best predictor in their 
examination of union workers’ participation in employee involvement programs and found that it 
explained 29% of the variance in participation, while Maurer et al. (2003) observed that self-
efficacy had a path coefficient of .37 in the prediction of attitudes in their study on participation 
in work-related learning and development activities.   
 In summary, general support for perceived control is demonstrated in the literature as 
well as within the domain of training.  In a qualitt ve longitudinal study on the effects of 
conflict resolution training on physicians and resid nts in health care settings, Zweibel et al. 
(2008) suggested that one important factor influencing onflict resolution training participants 
involves fears and anxiety about whether they would be able to apply the concepts in real world 
settings.  This finding further supports the importance of self-efficacy or perceived control as an 
important factor for inclusion in conflict resolution training studies.  Therefore, I suggest that 
perceived control will predict intention to participate in conflict resolution training.  
Hypothesis 3c:  Perceived control will be positively related to behavioral intention to 
participate in conflict resolution training activities. 
Behavioral Intention 
In the proposed model, I assume that intention mediat s the effects of attitude, 
subjective norm, perceived control, and reasons on behavior.  Intention is a measure of one’s 
readiness to perform a specific behavior and is preumed to be the most proximal factor in the 
prediction of behavior (Ajzen, 2002).  Sheppard et al. (1988), citing Fishbein and Ajzen (1975), 





unless intent changes prior to performance or unless the intention measure does not correspond 
to the behavioral criterion in terms of action, target, context, time-frame and/or specificity” (p. 
325).  Therefore, while intention can change prior to behavior for a variety of reasons, they 
should nonetheless strongly predict actual behavior for volitional behaviors.  In their meta-
analysis, Armitage and Conner (2001) reported that behavioral intention on average predicts 
22% of the variance in behavior.  This suggests a medium to large effect size in the relationship.  
Some (Bagozzi, 1992; Sheppard et al., 1988) have argued that self-predictions of performing a 
behavior and desires to perform a behavior are bettr predictors of actual behavior than intention.  
Armitage and Conner (2001), however, reported that while intention predicted 33% of variance 
in behavior on average, self-predictions explained 29% and desires 22%.  While the concepts 
appear very similar, these findings suggest the supriority of the traditional intention construct in 
behavioral prediction studies.   
With respect to training, Maurer et al. (2003) reported a path coefficient of .63 between 
intention and actual participation in work-related l arning and development activities, suggesting 
a strong relationship between intention and actual participation.  Based on the above-cited 
research, I expect behavioral intention to positively predict actual participation in conflict 
resolution training activities: 
Hypothesis 4a:  Behavioral intention to participate in conflict resolution training 
activities will be positively related to participation in conflict resolution training 
activities. 
Behavior: Participation in Conflict Resolution Training 
 As mentioned earlier, organizations invest heavily in training and development in order 





Conflict resolution training is one specific area wherein organizations make significant 
investments as well (Movius, 2008; Susskind, 2004).  Despite these investments, no research to 
date, to my knowledge, has examined what motivates individuals to participate in conflict 
resolution training as well as sustaining the motivation to apply the acquired competencies after 
training.  
 Precedent for examining participation in learning and development activities has, 
however, been documented in the training literature (Maurer et al., 2003), in the climate 
literature (Tracey & Tews, 2005), and in the behavioral intention literature (Dawkins & Frass, 
2005).  Therefore, the behavior of focus in this study is participation in conflict resolution 
training activities.    
Exploratory Hypotheses 
In addition to the hypotheses presented above, one p tential area for exploration concerns 
a possible interaction between the two conflict climates.  I surmise that destructive conflict 
climate may interact with constructive conflict climate in generating reasons for and/or against 
participating in conflict resolution training.  For example, when a conflict climate is destructive 
in the short-term yet exists within a generally longer-term cooperative relationship, then perhaps 
individuals will have more reasons for participating  training as they value the relationship and 
are motivated to find ways to bring a resolution to the presenting conflict.  On the other hand, if a 
destructive conflict climate occurs within a non-constructive long-term relationship, then perhaps 
more reasons against participating will be generated s the long-term relationship is not so 






E1a:  Destructive conflict climate will interact with constructive conflict climate in 
predicting reasons for and against participating in co flict resolution training. 
Summary 
 While climate and behavioral intention constructs have been included in a number of 
training-related studies, the combination of a facet-specific climate with behavioral intention 
constructs has not been examined to date in my search of the literature.  This assertion also holds 
true in the limited body of conflict resolution training studies, where no studies to date have 
examined individuals’ decisions to participate in conflict resolution training activities, to my 
knowledge.  This study therefore may fill a number of gaps including a better understanding of 
conflict resolution training motivation and the role of conflict climates in the prediction of 






Chapter III: Method 
Overview 
 This section describes the research sample, procedures, measures and methodology used 
to empirically test the hypotheses presented in the previous chapter.  A detailed description of the 
measures concerning conflict climates, behavioral re sons, global motives, intentions, behavior, 
demographic and control variables used in the study is then presented.   
Sample and Procedure 
 The sample focused on employees within an internatio l organization.  International 
organizations are defined as organizations “with an international membership, scope or 
presence” and that are categorized as either “intergov rnmental organizations (IGOs)” or 
“international non-governmental organizations (INGOs)” (Evans & Newnham, 1998, p. 270).  
Based on the author’s experience, international organizations often invest in conflict resolution 
training, given a number of challenges that can create the conditions for workplace conflict.  
Such challenges include issues with culturally diverse teams, hierarchical organizational 
structures, political pressures, financial constrain s, frequent change initiatives and challenging 
operating contexts such as those found in development settings, humanitarian emergencies or 
conflict and post-conflict environments.  Such issues can create significant complexity and 
pressures on individuals, teams and groups that, in turn, can create the conditions for conflict. 
 In order to recruit study subjects, I made contact with the heads of Human Resources 
Departments as well as Organization Development and Training Departments of numerous 
international organizations inviting participation in the study (See Appendix B for invitation 
letter).  The written description noted that participation required completing two online surveys.  





a conflict resolution training workshop following release of the first survey.  It was noted that the 
two surveys and conflict resolution workshops would take place within a two to four month 
timeframe.   In addition to a description of the data collection procedures, the benefits to the 
organization for participating in the proposed study were highlighted, including receiving a free 
report of the study’s findings.  It was suggested that hose findings might prove valuable as they 
could provide practical suggestions of ways to improve conflict management in the organization. 
All surveys were collected through web-based technology using a third-party platform in 
order to preserve the confidentiality of participants’ responses (See Appendices D and E for the 
invitation sent to the study participants).  At theend of the Time 1 survey, participants were 
asked to create an anonymous matching code in orderto link data collected at time 1 and time 2.  
Anderson and Gerbing’s (1988) two-step procedure was selected as the statistical 
approach. The first step in this procedure involves confirmatory factor analysis in order to 
evaluate the measurement model.  In the second step, the structural equation model is tested in 
addition to rival models in order to determine the approach that provides the best fit to the data. 
Measures 
 This section describes the measures that were used in the study.  Unless otherwise noted, 
participants were asked to respond to survey items with their level of agreement to responses 
ranging from 1 (“strongly disagree”) to 5 (“strongly agree”).  In order to address common 
method variance concerns (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, & Podsakoff, 2003), a number of steps 
were taken, including using negatively worded items as well as using a random number 
generator to establish within-scale item order (Meade, Watson & Kroustalis, 2007).  In addition, 
Harman's one factor post-hoc test (Podsakoff & Organ, 1986) was performed to test for the 





a factor analysis and a rotated solution is generated.  Results are analyzed to assess the number of 
factors that emerge.  If a single or general factor emerges that explains the majority of the 
variance in the data, then common method issues are uspected to be highly present.  A total of 
14 factors with eigenvalues equal to or exceeding 1.0 were extracted and accounted for sixty nine 
percent (69%) of total variance in this study’s data set.  Furthermore, the first factor accounted 
for only sixteen percent (16%) of total variance, suggesting that common method variance is 
likely not a strong threat in this study, although common method bias commonly remains to be a 
concern in self-reported data collection. 
 Nine variables were assessed during time 1 of data collection including: destructive 
conflict climate, constructive conflict climate, reasons for participating, reasons against 
participating, three global motives variables (attitude, subjective norm, and perceived control),  
intention to participate in conflict resolution training, and concurrent behavior involving 
participation in conflict resolution training.  A longitudinal follow-up survey was administered 
two months following the first survey.  In this second survey, participation in conflict resolution 
training over the past two months was assessed.  Operationalizations of the variables that were 
examined in the study follow. 
Conflict Climates 
 Existing scales in the literature presumed to be related to destructive and constructive 
conflict climates were adapted and additional items added in efforts to promote reliability.  
Procedures for adapting and validating the scales are discussed first, followed by an overview of 
the scale items themselves.   
 The procedure for developing the conflict climate scales involved several steps.  First, 





and constructive conflict climates outlined in this study.  Additional items were added to each 
scale in order to increase the internal consistency of the measures and to provide richer measures 
of the constructs of interest.  Once the items were d veloped, they were presented to a number of 
individuals for review in order to ensure item clarity.  Based on feedback from this review, items 
were edited and/or deleted accordingly.  Factor analyses and item analyses were then conducted 
on the scales following data collection in order to test the two dimensional structure of the 
conflict climates as well as to identify poorly performing items, some of which were eliminated 
from the scales.  Revised scales were then used in the structural equation model. 
In addition to the general procedure just discussed, Baltes et al. (2006) highlighted the 
importance of appropriately selecting individual or organizational referents when developing 
psychological climate scales.  Items can be formed using an organizational referent that assesses 
employees’ perceptions of the organizational environment in general vs. an individual referent 
that assesses one’s own experiences of the organizatio al environment.  Past research has 
demonstrated significant statistical effects depending on the referent selected.  For example, 
Baltes et al. (2006) found such differences in a study predicting job satisfaction, discovering that 
employees tend to rate their own experiences more favorably when using an individual referent 
than when rating the experiences of other employees using an organizational referent.  Given this 
study’s definitions of destructive and constructive conflict climates as emphasizing perceptions 
of interpersonal relations in general rather than one’s own specific experiences with conflict, 
only the organizational referent was used.  It was beyond the scope of this study to test both of 
these measurement techniques.  Future research studies may wish to replicate the study using 






Destructive and Constructive Conflict Climate Scale   
As noted previously, conflict can be viewed by indivi uals as being either destructive 
and/or constructive and managed accordingly depending on psychological orientation (Coleman 
& Lim, 2001; Deutsch, 1973; Tjosvold, 2008).  Building from Coleman and Lim’s (2001) 
approach, twelve items were included to measure destructive conflict climate and, building from 
Alper, Tjosvold and Law’s (2000) approach, twelve items were included to measure constructive 
conflict climate.  The destructive and constructive conflict climate items were randomly 
intermixed in order to control for common method bias as previously mentioned.  Five core 
items were taken from Coleman and Lim’s (2001) destructive work climate measure and were 
preceded by the prompt “At my place of work . . .”  The original 7-point Likert scale was 
adapted in this study to a 5-point Likert scale.  These five core items included: “. . . people are 
afraid to express their true thoughts and feelings openly with each other;” “. . . people tend to be 
hostile to and suspicious of one another;” “. . . conflicts often get way out of control;” “. . . 
people often use their power to make others do whatthey want;” “. . . I feel like I have nothing in 
common with the people I work with.”  Seven additional items were developed by the author 
based on a review of literature on destructive outcmes of conflict within the workplace.  These 
items are important as destructive outcomes of confli t often influence one’s perceptions of the 
workplace and interpersonal relations.  The seven additional items, developed based on reviews 
of the workplace conflict literature (see De Dreu, 2008; De Dreu & Gelfand, 2008; Frone, 2000), 
were expected to provide additional richness to the scale beyond the original scope of the 
Coleman and Lim (2000) items.  On a practical level, this also was done to help practitioners 
identify additional targets for change.  The same prompt mentioned above (i.e., “At my place of 





waste a lot of resources (e.g., time, money, energy, etc.);” “. . . we have conflicts that foster rigid 
thinking in people;” “. . . we have conflicts that create an atmosphere of disrespect;” “. . . we 
have conflicts that create cliques and factions amongst staff;” “. . . we have conflicts that create 
an overly political atmosphere;” “. . . we have conflicts that create significant mistrust;” “. . . we 
have conflicts that reduce morale.”  
The constructive conflict climate items consisted of the five core items adapted from 
Alper et al.’s (2000) cooperative approach to conflict scale.  I developed the other seven items 
based on reviews of constructive conflict outcomes id ntified in the literature.  The same prompt, 
“At my place of work . . .”, was incorporated into the scale.  In place of the words “team 
members,” which preceded four of the five items in the Alper et al. (2000) measure, the word 
“we” was added.  One of the original scale items began with the word “we” instead of “team 
members.”  In addition, “when conflicts occur” was dded to the end of four of the five items in 
order to more clearly orient the respondent to the context of workplace conflict.  It should be 
noted that one of the original Alper et al. (2000) items used the word “conflict” in the middle of 
the statement and therefore, for this item, the suggested addition (i.e., “when conflicts occur) was 
not included.  The five items adapted from Alper et al. (2000) included: “…we encourage a ‘we 
are in it together’ attitude when conflicts occur;” “. . . we seek a solution that will be good for all 
when conflicts occur;” “. . . all involved treat conflict as a mutual problem to be solved;” “. . . we
work so that to the extent possible we all get what we really want when conflicts occur;” “. . . 
everyone combines the best of positions to make an effective decision when conflicts occur.” 
The author also added seven additional items based on reviews of positive outcomes of 
conflict noted in the literature (De Dreu, 2008; Tjosvold, 2008), which were expected to provide 





added to the scale by the author included: “. . . we have conflicts that stimulate creativity;” “. . . 
we have disagreements that help challenge conventional thinking;” “. . . we have disputes that 
foster employee engagement;” “. . . we have conflicts that force us to make needed changes;” “. . 
. we have disagreements that are managed to harness the diversity in the organization;” “. . . we 
have conflicts that stimulate learning;” “. . . we have tensions that generate motivation to strive 
for improvement.”   
Reasons For and Against Participation 
 Since no scales were available to assess reasons for and against participating in conflict 
resolution training, new scales were developed for use in this study, using the framework 
prescribed in past research (Westaby et al., 2010).  The procedure for scale development 
proceeded through three stages.  First, the author had conducted an extensive number of conflict 
resolution trainings in the past and had consequently collected formal evaluation feedback.  The 
feedback included information involving workshop participants’ perceptions about the factors 
that facilitated as well as inhibited transfer of cnflict resolution training to the workplace.  Such 
specific real-world feedback was considered a valuable place to begin developing an initial set of 
scale items.  Once these items were generated, they were presented to a convenience sample for 
feedback on clarity and diction.  Items were edited or ropped based on this feedback.  Finally, 
the edited list of items was presented to a number of subject matter experts in the field of conflict 
resolution for feedback, edits, and revisions.  This was expected to provide face validity and 
ensure that other important reasons were not missing from the scales. 
 All reason items utilized 4-point Likert scales ranging from 1 (“not a reason”) to 4 (“a 
strong reason”).  Reasons for scale questions were pr faced by the following statement: “My 





The initial set of 10 reasons items developed included:  “Gain new knowledge, skills and 
abilities;” “Gain confidence for resolving conflict;” “Improve workplace relationships;” 
“Improve personal relationships;” “Improve morale in the organization;” “Improve work 
effectiveness;” “Improve team performance;” “Invest in my personal development;” “Gain 
motivation to resolve some of my conflicts;” and “Improve interpersonal skills.”  Feedback from 
subject matter experts4 uggested a number of the original items be reworded in order to increase 
clarity and also suggested a few additional items be included in the scale.  The item rewordings 
in the reasons for scale included changing “Gain new knowledge, skills and abilities” to 
“Develop a new competency (i.e., knowledge, skills and abilities),” changing “Gain confidence 
for resolving conflict” to “Gain confidence in my ability to resolve conflict,” and changing 
“Improve work effectiveness” to “Improve productiviy.”  Four additional items were suggested 
to be included in the scale: “Enhance my professional a d career development;” “Fulfill a 
learning requirement mandated by the organization;” “Take a break from work;” and “Receive 
coaching on conflicts that I am presently facing.”  
 Reasons against scale questions were prefaced by the following statement: “My reasons 
against participating in conflict resolution training within the next two months are . . .”.  The 
initial set of 11 reasons against included:  “Lack of time;” “Training won’t help resolve my 
conflicts;” “Supervisors don’t support training;” “Colleagues don’t support training;” “Such 
trainings are not offered here;” “My reputation will be negatively impacted if I sign up;” “Not 
interested in the subject;” “I have taken similar tr inings before;” “Others in the organizations 
                                                           
4 Three subject matter experts with extensive experience in the field of conflict resolution training (ranging from 10 
years to 25 years) including experience with both in ernational governmental organizations as well as corporations 
were presented with the behavioral reason scales.  They were asked to give feedback on item clarity as well as to 





don’t have the skills themselves;” “I won’t learn aything new;” and “I don’t need training.”  
Feedback from the subject matter experts suggested the following three additional items be 
included in the reasons against measure: “I am uncomfortable with the topic;” “I’m scared of 
confronting conflicts;” and “I’m fearful of creating more conflicts as a result of attending.”  No 
rewording suggestions were made by the experts on the original items developed in this scale. 
Global Motives 
 The global motives of attitude, subject norm, and perceived control for participating in 
conflict resolution training were assessed using multiple indicators.  Reverse scored items were 
also used in order to reduce response set bias (Price & Mueller, 1986; Westaby, 2005).  
Consistent with other studies in the behavioral reasoning theory area (Westaby et al., 2010), all 
global motives were assessed on 5-point Likert scale  ranging from 1 (“strongly disagree) to 5 
(“strongly agree”).  The following prompt preceded ach set of items: “Within the next two 
months….” 
Based on past theory and research (Ajzen, 1991; Fisbhein & Azjen, 1980), the following 
items were used for each global motive scale.  For attitude, the items included:  “It would be 
good for me to participate in conflict resolution training”; “My participation in conflict 
resolution training would result in bad outcomes” (reverse scored); “My participation in conflict 
resolution training would be beneficial.”  Three itms were used to assess subjective norm:  
“People who are important to me would approve of my participating in conflict resolution 
training;” “People who are important to me would disapprove of my participating in conflict 
resolution training” (reverse scored); “People who are important to me think I should not 
participate in conflict resolution training” (reversed scored).  For perceived control, the following 





would be difficult for me to participate in conflict resolution training” (reverse scored); and “I 
can easily participate in conflict resolution training if I wanted to.” 
Behavioral Intention 
 Based on the behavioral intention literature (Fisbhein & Azjen, 1975; Westaby, 2005; 
Westaby et al., 2010), intention was assessed with three items using a 5-point scale ranging from 
1 (“very unlikely) to 5 (“very likely”).  In addition, building on previous research (Birdi, Allan & 
Warr, 1997; Maurer et al., 2000) examining intentio t  participate in learning and development, 
a two month time frame was used to provide time boundaries for participants.  The following 
prompt preceded the items:  “Within the next two months . . . .”  The items included:  “I will 
participate in conflict resolution training;” “I plan to participate in conflict resolution training;” 
and “I will not participate in conflict resolution training” (reverse scored). 
Behavior: Participation in Conflict Resolution Training 
 In order to assess behavior, self-reported participation in conflict resolution training was 
measured both concurrently and longitudinally.  During time 1 of data collection, concurrent 
behavior was measured as follows:  “I frequently participate in conflict resolution training;”  “I 
always participate in conflict resolution training;” and “I often participate in conflict resolution 
training.”  The following open-ended scales assessed quantity and duration of training:  “How 
many days have you participated in conflict resoluti n raining over the past two months?”; 
“How many hours per day did you participate in the training?”; and “How many times have you 
participated in conflict resolution training over the past year?” 
Two months following time 1 data collection, study participants were invited to complete 
a second online questionnaire.  The conflict climate scales used in time 1 of data collection were 





used that slightly modified the time 1 measures:  “I fully participated in conflict resolution 
training in the past two months;”  “I frequently participated in conflict resolution training in the 
past two months;” and “I didn’t participate in conflict resolution training in the past two months” 
(reversed scored).  The following open-ended scales assessed quantity and duration of training: 
“How many days have you participated in conflict resolution training over the past two 
months?”; “How many hours per day did you participate in the training?” and “How many times 
have your participated in conflict resolution training over the past year?”   
Demographics 
A number of demographic variables were assessed, includi g gender, age, rank, 
education level, programming vs. operational functions, and geographic location.   Little, if any, 
empirical data to date suggest that women are more or less likely to participate in conflict 
resolution training than men.  However, based on the author’s experience facilitating conflict 
resolution training in international organizations, more women appear to sign up for voluntary 
programs than men.  Therefore, inclusion of this demographic variable may be important to 
measure.  Age has been found to be an important factor that negatively predicts participation in 
learning and development activities (Colquitt et al., 2000; Maurer et al., 2003).  Due to the 
hierarchical nature of many international organizations, rank may be an important demographic 
variable predicting participation rates as well.  Higher ranked members may “lose face” by 
attending conflict resolution training programs as p rticipation may be interpreted by important 
others as an inability to manage conflict well.  Rank was measured as follows:  “Do you hold a 
managerial or supervisory position?  If yes, how many people do you supervise_____?”  





As supplemental measures, this study also collected data on conflict intensity and 
relationship conflict.  Conflict intensity was measured using Jehn’s (1995) scale of the presence 
or amount of relationship conflict.  Items included:  “How much friction is there among members 
in your work unit?”; “How much are personality conflicts evident in your work unit?”; “How 
much tension is there among members in your work unit?”; and “How much emotional conflict 
is there among members in your work unit?”  Conflict requency was measured using the 
following items:  “There are a lot of conflicts in our organization;” “Conflicts frequently occur in 
our organization;” and “There are few conflicts in our organization” (reverse scored).   
Several supplemental measures were included as well: Opportunities to participate in 
conflict resolution training, number of days of participation in conflict resolution training in the 
past two years, and voluntary vs. mandatory requirements for participation in conflict resolution 
trainings.  Opportunities to participate in conflict resolution training were assessed using the 
following two items on a 3-point scale (none, a little, a lot):  “There are opportunities for conflict 
resolution training”; “There are conflict resolution training opportunities at this organization that 
employees attend.”  Participation in conflict resolution training in the past two years was 
measured by participants indicating the number of days they participated.  Voluntary vs. 
mandatory training participation was measured on a 5-point scale with the following item: 
“Workshops on conflict resolution that were offered by the organization in the past two months 
were voluntary.” 
Anonymous Matching Code 
In order to match surveys between the two data colle tion time points, an anonymous 
matching code was employed.  Such an approach protects the respondent’s identity by creating a 





sisters did you have growing up?”; “What are the first three letters of the name of the high school 
you attended?” and “What are the first three letters of your best friend’s first name in high 
school?”.  The gender, year of birth, and highest level of education variables were also included 
in the code, since they are likely to remain constat over the time period examined (two-three 






Chapter IV: Results 
In this section, the sample participants are described, followed by a reporting of 
reliabilities of the measures used in the study, along with a discussion of exploratory and 
confirmatory factor analyses conducted on the destructive and constructive conflict climate 
scales.   I then discuss descriptive statistics for all study variables and as well as the use of 
structural equation modeling to test dissertation hypotheses, via Anderson and Gerbing’s (1988) 
two-step procedure.  Finally, I present the results of exploratory hypotheses tested in the study. 
Participants 
An online questionnaire was distributed to 598 randomly selected employees of an 
international non-governmental organization.  The sample was obtained through professional 
contacts with the organization’s head of learning ad development.  A stratified random 
sampling procedure was used as the head of learning a d development was interested in 
understanding potential differences among important subgroups that might be observed in the 
survey data of the participating organization.  Using a stratified sampling approach is considered 
advantageous when researchers seek to ensure the presence of key subgroups in the sample as 
well as to allow within and between stratum analyses (Daniel, 2012).  Three criteria – region, 
rank and gender – were used to stratify the sample, giv n relevance to the organization.  The first 
stratum, region, was considered important as different regions in the organization account for 
various percentages of staff.  The second stratum, rank was also considered important given that 
the majority of employees hold non-managerial positi ns.  However, as conflicts in the 
organization often involve relationships between managers and their direct reports, it was 
considered important to ensure sufficient representation of the managerial subgroup.  The third 





investigator as well as the head of learning and development, women may sign up for conflict 
resolution training more frequently than men.  Furthe more, as women represent a slightly lower 
proportion (43%) of total staff in the organization compared to men, ensuring representativeness 
on this dimension was also considered important to the organization.   
To provide an additional incentive for participation beyond advancing the research topic, 
respondents were offered the opportunity to attend a webinar-based conflict resolution training 
course, at no cost, commencing roughly one to two months from the release date of the 
questionnaire.  This time frame was selected in order to provide an opportunity for all study 
participants to participate in conflict resolution training, if interested, which corresponds to the 
motivation questions concerning the conflict resoluti n training studied in this dissertation.   
Two hundred fourteen employees completed the online survey, resulting in a 36% 
response rate.  Of the respondents, 41 were located in East Africa (19%), 31 were located in 
Central and Eastern Europe (15%), 30 were located in South Asia (14%), 28 were located in 
West and Central Africa (13%), 24 were located in East Asia (11%), 21 were located in New 
York (10%), 12 were located in Latin and South America including the Caribbean (6%), 12 were 
located in the Middle East and North Africa (6%), and another 15 indicated “other” for their 
location (7%).   
For level of educational attainment, 11% of respondents reported completing high school, 
26% reported holding bachelor’s degrees, 52%, master’s d grees, 11%, doctoral degrees and 
0.5%, post-doctoral degrees.  Fifty-nine percent of respondents reported their rank as manager 
and 41% as non-manager, while 46% of the respondents indicated that they worked in 
programmatic functions and 56% in operations functions.  The average age of participants was 





Reliability of Scales in Behavioral Reasoning Theory 
 Multiple measures were used to assess each of the components in behavioral reasoning 
theory.  The 14 item reasons for participating in co flict resolution training scale had an alpha 
coefficient reliability of 0.92 and the 14 item reasons against scale had a reliability alpha of 0.82.  
In the three-item attitude towards participating in conflict resolution training scale, one 
negatively worded item – “my participation in conflict resolution training would result in bad 
outcomes” – was reverse scored.  Dropping this itemncreased the alpha coefficient reliability 
for this scale from 0.58 to 0.63.  Hence, the two positively worded items were used in the study.  
The alpha for the three item subjective norm measure was 0.33.  Although deleting the positively 
framed item improved alpha, using only negatively framed items was not advised because past 
research testing behavioral intention theories (Ajzen, 1991; Westaby, 2005) has always grounded 
the measurement of attitude, subjective norm, and perceived control with at least some positively 
framed items.  Wong, Rindfleisch, and Burrows (2003) also suggested that using negatively 
worded items can cause confusion or be misinterpreted, particularly in cross-cultural settings, 
and thus could present unsound theoretical tests.  Given this theoretical rationale and the cross-
cultural sample, the one positively worded item was used in the study.  A reliability value for this 
subjective norm item was set at 0.85 in the structual equation model analysis.  Some researchers 
(Joreskog & Sorbom, 1982; Petrescu, 2013) have suggested that when using one item indicators 
in structural equation modeling, the reliability should not be assumed to be perfect (i.e., alpha 
reliability of 1.0) and therefore unless previous studies have reported consistent reliabilities for 
the measure, the scale should then be set at a conservative value between 0.85 and 0.95 
(Petrescu, 2013).  Joreskog and Sorbom (1982) suggeted setting this value at 0.85 and 





for participating in conflict resolution training scale was 0.69.  Deleting additional items did not 
improve the reliability of the scale.  Finally, allthree items in the intention to participate in 
conflict resolution training scale were included.  This scale had an alpha coefficient reliability of 
0.80. 
Reliability and Construct Validity of Climate Scales 
The 12 items for the constructive conflict climate scale had an alpha coefficient reliability 
of 0.88 while the 12 items for the destructive conflict climate scale had an alpha coefficient 
reliability of 0.93.   Given the central role of the constructive conflict climate and destructive 
conflict climate scales in this study, and the dearth of previous research examining this broader 
two-construct representation, principal components as well as a confirmatory factor analyses 
were conducted to better understand the dimensionality of the presumed two-factor structure.  
Each is discussed in turn. 
Exploratory Factor Analysis  
To explore whether a two construct factor representation was manifest among the 
observed items, a principal components factor analysis with varimax rotation was first conducted 
on all 24 of the conflict climate items.  This resulted in a three-factor solution.  Table 1 shows 







Factor Analysis with Varimax Rotation on Conflict Climate Items 
Item F1
a F2 F3 
People are afraid to express their true thoughts and feelings openly with each other. 
We have conflicts that reduce morale. 
We have conflicts that create an overly political atmosphere. 
People tend to be hostile and suspicious of one another. 
People often use their power to make others do whatthey want. 
Conflicts often get way out of control. 
I feel like I have nothing in common with the people I work with. 
We have conflicts that waste a lot of resources. 
We have conflicts that create an atmosphere of disrespect. 
We have conflicts that create cliques and factions among staff. 
We have conflicts that create significant mistrust. 
We have conflicts that foster rigid thinking in peole. 
 
We work so that to the extent possible we all get what we really want when conflicts occur. 
We seek a solution that will be good for all when co flicts occur. 
Everyone combines the best of positions to make an ffective decision when conflicts occur. 
People encourage a we are in it together attitude when conflicts occur. 
All involved treat conflict as a mutual problem to be solved. 
We have tensions that generate motivation to strive for improvement. 
 
We have disagreements that help challenge conventional thinking. 
We have conflicts that stimulate learning. 
We have disagreements that are managed to harness the diversity in the organization. 
We have disputes that foster employee engagement. 
We have conflicts that stimulate creativity. 
We have conflicts that force us to make needed changes. 
 
Eigenvalue 




























































































Note. a Factor labels:  
F1 Destructive Conflict Climate 
F2 Constructive Conflict Climate 
F3 Creativity Conflict Climate  
  
 Analysis of the rotated component matrix revealed that all 12 of the originally proposed 
destructive conflict climate items loaded on one factor with an eigenvalue of 8.17 and accounted 
for 34% of the variance in the data.  The originally proposed 12 constructive conflict climate 
items loaded on two factors with eigenvalues of 4.08 and 1.33 and accounting for 17% and 5.5% 
of the variance respectively.  All the factor loadings of the destructive conflict climate items fell 





items fell within a range from 0.51 to 0.77.  Tabachni k and Fidell (2001) suggested that items 
be dropped from scales if their factor loadings fall be ow 0.30.  Given that all items exceeded 
this minimum threshold, they were included in a follow-up confirmatory factor analysis.    
Confirmatory Factor Analysis 
 The rationale for the confirmatory analyses is as follows: Given that the constructive 
conflict climate items loaded on two factors (instead of one), and despite an overall Chronbach’s 
alpha of 0.88 for the original 12 items, it was important to understand whether the observed three 
factor solution in the exploratory factors analysis fit the data better than the originally proposed 
two factor solution or whether another configuration of the scales was necessary.   
Table 2 presents the results from this analysis that included five comparative tests.  In the 
first test, all 24 conflict climate items (i.e., 12destructive conflict climate and 12 constructive 
conflict climate items) were placed to load on one v rall conflict climate factor.  If this resulted 
in a strong goodness of fit, it would suggest the presence of common method variance and high 
multi-collinearity among all hypothesized constructs.  As reported in Table 2, the χ2 goodness of 
fit statistic that resulted from this confirmatory factor analysis was poor: (252, N =214) = 
1268.12, p < .001, CFI =0.61, TLI = 0.58, and RMSEA = 0.14.  Hu and Bentler (1999) 
recommended that the minimum acceptable levels for tandards of fit are 0.90 for CFI and TLI 
and a maximum of 0.06 for RMSEA.  Based on these standards, the one factor model was 
insufficient.   
In a second CFA, a two factor model was tested that included all 12 destructive conflict 
climate items loading on one factor and all 12 of the constructive conflict climate items loading 
on a second factor.  The χ2 goodness of fit statistic that resulted from this analysis was 





0.09.  While this two factor CFA resulted in a better fit to the data than the one factor CFA, it 
still fell short of the minimum fit standards recommended by Hu and Bentler (1999).  
In a third analysis, a modified CFA was conducted that included all 12 of the destructive 
conflict climate items loading on the first factor plus six of the constructive conflict climate 
items loading on a second factor and another six of the cooperative conflict climate items loading 
on a third factor.  The division of the twelve constructive conflict climate items into two sub- 
factors was based on the principal components analysis findings reported earlier in this chapter.  
The second factor was labeled “constructive conflict climate” and the third factor was labeled 
“creativity conflict climate.”  The results of this CFA did not reach minimum goodness of fit 
requirements, but the fit was slightly improved over the previous two models.  The χ2 goodness 
of fit statistic as reported in Table 2 was as follows: χ2 (249, N =214) = 536.59, p < .001, CFI = 
0.89, TLI = 0.88, and RMSEA = 0.07.   
In a fourth analysis, a modified CFA was conducted that included all 12 of the destructive 
conflict climate items loading on one factor and six of the constructive conflict climate items 
loading on the second factor (i.e. Constructive Conflict Climate).  The results of this CFA 
substantially exceeded minimum goodness of fit requi ments.  The χ2 goodness of fit statistic as 
reported in Table 3 was as follows: χ2 (134, N =214) = 222.29, p < .001, CFI = 0.96, TLI = 0.95, 
and RMSEA = 0.06.   
A fifth and final modified CFA was conducted that included all 12 of the destructive 
conflict climate items loading on one factor and six of the constructive conflict climate items 
loading on the second factor (i.e., Creativity Conflict Climate).  The results of this CFA 





reported in Table 3 was as follows: (134, N =214) = 309.32, p < .001, CFI = 0.91, TLI = 0.90, 
and RMSEA = 0.08.    
 
Table 2 
Confirmatory Factor Analysis of Destructive and Constructive Climate Factors 
Model χ2 df CFI TLI RMSEA 
1 Factor CFA (12 DCC + 12 CCC 
items) 
 
Original 2 Factor CFA (12 DCC + 
12 CCC items) 
 
Modified 3 Factor CFA (12 DCC 
items + 6 Constructive Conflict 
Climate items + 6 Creativity Conflict 
Climate  items) 
 
Modified 2 factor CFA (12 DCC +  
6 Constructive Conflict Climate 
items) 
 
Modified 2 factor CFA (12 DCC +  
















































































Note. DCC = Destructive Conflict Climate. CCC = Constructive Conflict Climate 
Given these results, the decision was made to proceed with the modified two-factor 
approach that included the 12 destructive conflict climate items loading on one factor and the six 
“Constructive Conflict Climate” items loading on a second factor.  This model was the only one 
that met all of the minimum fit requirements.  The Chronbach’s alpha on the remaining six-item 







Table 3   
Descriptive Statistics and Zero-Order Correlations with Listwise Deletion for All Study and Demographic Variables 
Variable N M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 
Study Variables     
1. Constructive Conflict Climate 202 3.07 0.67 (0.83)            
2. Destructive Conflict Climate 202 2.98 0.83 -0.47** (0.93)           
3. Reasons For 202 3.01 0.66 0.13 0.12 (0.92)          
4. Reasons Against 202 1.45 0.42 -0.10 0.31** -0.10 (0.82)         
5. Attitude 202 3.90 0.78 -0.00 0.10 0.52** -0.30** (0.63)        
6. Subjective Norm 202 2.81 1.04 0.11 0.07 0.33** -0.11 0.40** (0.85)†       
7. Perceived Control 202 3.57 0.79 0.15* -0.08 0.25** -0.25** 0.39** 0.26** (0.69)      
8. Intention 202 3.39 0.87 0.11 0.03 0.28** -0.22** 0.45** 0.24** 0.39** (0.80)     
 
Demographic Variables 
               
9. Gendera 198 0.63 0.48 -0.13 -0.05 -0.11 0.10 -0.09 -0.11 0.02 0.01 --    
10. Age 198 50.11 7.35 0.10 -0.03 0.05 -0.13 0.02 0.04 -0.04 -0.02 -0.18* --   
11. Rankb 198 0.59 0.49 0.13 -0.06 0.19** -0.18* 0.16* -0.03 0.04 0.08 -0.27** 0.16 --  
12. Functionc 198 0.46 0.50 -0.11 -0.04 -0.03 -0.00 -0.09 0.00 -0.05 -0.13 -0.02 0.00 0.08 -- 
Note. *  p < 0.05.  ** p < 0.01. Internal consistency reliabilities are indicated in parentheses on the diagonal. †A reliability value of 0.85 was set for the 1 item 
subjective norm measure in order to conduct structual equation modeling on the latent constructs.  aGender was coded 0 = male, 1 = female.  bRank was coded 0 








Means, standard deviations, and intercorrelations are presented in Table 3.  All 
correlations between study variables were found to be well below Tabachnick and Fidell’s 
(2007) threshold of .70 for potential problems with multi-collinearity amongst variables. 
Structural Equation Model 
 The study’s hypotheses were tested using structural equation modeling following 
Anderson and Gerbing’s (1988) two-step procedure.  The first step involves conducting a 
confirmatory factor analysis in order to assess the measurement model of items in the full 
conceptual model.  The second step involves testing the hypothesized model using structural 
equation modeling as well as considering any rival or alternative models. 
Measurement Model 
Eight latent constructs were included in the measurement model:  constructive conflict 
climate, destructive conflict climate, reasons for pa ticipating in conflict resolution training, 
reasons against participating in conflict resolution training, attitude towards participating in 
conflict resolution training, subjective norm towards participating in conflict resolution training, 
perceived control towards participating in conflict resolution training, and intention to participate 
in conflict resolution training.5  The constructs were estimated using the Stata 13 structural 
equation modeling package (StataCorp, 2013).  
Due to the low number of observations (N = 202) relative to the large number of manifest 
variables in the study, item parcels were used on four latent constructs in order to identify the 
                                                           
5 Because of the small number of subjects who completed the follow-up survey that assessed participation in conflict 
resolution training over the past month, the behavior l measure (i.e., participating in conflict resolution training) was 






model: constructive conflict climate, destructive conflict climate, reasons for participating in 
conflict resolution training, and reasons against par icipating in conflict resolution training.  Item 
parceling involves randomly assigning items within a scale to unique parcels and then averaging 
scores within each parcel to form the parcel score (Gong & Fan, 2006).  Little, Cunningham, and 
Shahar (2002) stated that when considering whether parceling is warranted, researchers should 
consider the following:  “If the exact relations among individual items are the focus of the 
modeling, one should not parcel.  On the other hand, if the relations among constructs are of 
focal interest, parceling is more strongly warranted” (p. 169).  In this study, the relations among 
the constructs in the proposed model are the primary focus rather than examining specific 
relationships between individual items.  This suggests that parceling may be more justifiable in 
the context of this research.  The authors also argued that parceling may be warranted in order to 
reduce “over-identified” models (i.e., latent construc s with more than four manifest indicators) 
to being “just identified” (i.e., three items based on parcels) (p. 162).  This is because “a just 
identified construct has only one unique solution that optimally captures the relations among the 
items” (p. 162), according to their view.  Given that the destructive conflict climate and modified 
constructive conflict climate scales included twelve items and six items respectively, reducing 
over identification may further justify parceling in this study.   
Furthermore, parceling may be more warranted when unidimensionality of constructs can 
be established through exploratory or confirmatory factor analysis.  The results of the 
exploratory and confirmatory factor analyses conducted on the conflict climate scales discussed 





Factor Loadings of Manifest Variables on Latent Constructs 





• …we work so that to the extent possible we all get what we really want when conflicts occur.  
• …we have tensions that generate motivation to strive for improvement. 
Parcel 2 
• …we seek a solution that will be good for all when co flicts occur. 
• …all involved treat conflict as a mutual problem to be solved. 
Parcel 3 
• …everyone combines the best of positions to make an ffective decision when conflicts occur. 





























• …we have conflicts that reduce morale. 
• …we have conflicts that create an overly political atmosphere. 
• …I feel like I have nothing in common with the people I work with. 
• …we have conflicts that waste a lot of resources (e.g. time, money, energy, etc…). 
Parcel 2 
• …people often use their power to make others do what they want. 
• ...people are afraid to express their true thoughts and feelings openly with each other. 
• …we have conflicts that foster rigid thinking in people. 
• …we have conflicts that create significant mistrust. 
Parcel 3 
• ...people tend to be hostile to and suspicious of one another. 
• …conflicts often get way out of control. 
• …we have conflicts that create an atmosphere of disrespect. 
































Reasons For† Parcel 1 
• ...Improve personal relationships. 
• ...Improve team performance. 
• ...Develop a new competency (i.e. knowledge, skills and abilities). 
• ...Increase productivity. 













Note. REV = reverse coded item. † Using random assignment of items (Gong & Fan, 2006), three parcels were developed for each of the following constructs: 








Factor Loadings of Manifest Variables on Latent Constructs (cont.) 
Factor Item Loading z-score p< 
 Parcel 2 
• ...Improve morale in the organization. 
• ...Receive coaching on conflicts that I am presently facing. 
• ...Fulfill a learning requirement mandated by the organization. 
• ...Improve interpersonal skills. 
• ...Improve workplace relationships. 
Parcel 3 
• ...Enhance my professional and career development. 
• ...Take a break from work. 
• ...Gain confidence in my ability to resolve conflict. 

























• ...I am uncomfortable with the topic. 
• ...I am fearful of creating more conflicts as a result of attending. 
• ...Training won’t help resolve conflicts. 
• ...Others in the organization don’t have the skills themselves. 
• ...I am scared of confronting conflicts. 
Parcel 2 
• ...Colleagues don’t support training. 
• ...Lack of time. 
• ...Not interested in the subject. 
• ...My reputation will be negatively impacted if I sign up. 
• ...I won’t learn anything new. 
Parcel 3 
• ...I don’t need training. 
• ...Such training is not offered here. 
• ...I have taken similar trainings before. 











































Factor Loadings of Manifest Variables on Latent Constructs (cont.) 
Factor Item Loading z-score p< 
Perceived 
Control 
• ...It would be easy for me to participate in conflict resolution training. 
• ...It would be difficult for me to participate in conflict resolution training. (REV) 











• ...I will participate in conflict resolution trainig. 
• ...I plan to participate in conflict resolution training. 






















therefore satisfied the above-mentioned conditions as outlined by Little et al. (2002), and 
consequently, the decision was made to proceed with the structural equation modeling using item 
parcels.  
Factor Loadings 
 Table 4 presents the factor loadings of the manifest parcel indicators on their respective 
latent constructs including for the four constructs that utilized item parcels.  The z-score for the 
parameter estimates are also reported.  The factor loadings ranging from 0.52 to 0.95 indicate 
that all manifest indicators loaded significantly on each respective latent construct.  
 Table 5 shows the results of the measurement model as well as the results of the full 
hypothesized model. The measurement model results were χ2 (162, N =202) = 243.43, p < .001, 
CFI = 0.96, TLI = 0.95, RMSEA = 0.05 and therefore fall well within acceptable standards of fit 
as outlined by Hu and Bentler (1999). 
Table 5 
Comparison of Measurement and Hypothesized Models 
Model χ2 df CFI TLI RMSEA 
Measurement Model 243.43** 162 0.96 0.95 0.05 
Hypothesized Model 253.48** 168 0.96 0.95 0.05 
Note. **  p < 0.001.   
 
Hypothesized Model 
 After testing the measurement model, the hypothesized model was examined.  
Destructive conflict climate and constructive conflict climate, the main exogenous constructs, 
were allowed to covary.  Following previous studies ( .g., Westaby et al., 2010) that tested 
structural models using behavioral reasoning and intention concepts, reasons for and reason 
against were also allowed to covary as were the global motives (i.e., attitude, subjective norm 





(168, N =202) = 253.48, p < .001, CFI = 0.96, TLI = 0.95, RMSEA = 0.05.  The results satisfy 
Hu and Bentler’s (1999) minimum requirements for goodness of fit.  
Figure 2 depicts the hypothesized model with standardized parameter estimates.   In 
support of hypothesis 1a, destructive conflict climate was directly related to reasons against (Γ =
.38, p < .001) and reasons for (Γ = .29, p < .001) participating in conflict resolution training. In 
partial support of hypothesis 1b, constructive conflict climate was directly related to reasons for 
(Γ = .29, p < .001) but not related to reasons against (Γ = .11, ns) participating in conflict 
resolution training.  Against expectations for hypothesis 1c and 1d, destructive conflict climate 
was not directly related to attitudes (Γ = .14, ns), nor was constructive conflict climate (Γ = -.10, 
ns), respectively. 
Hypothesis 1e, which stated that reasons for and reasons against would partially mediate 
the effects of constructive and destructive conflict climates on attitudes respectively, was not 
supported.  This is because reasons for and reasons gainst fully mediated the effect of climate 
on global motives, given that the reason constructs predicted global motives and the climate 
constructs did not have any independent effects on the global motives over and above that 
already explained by the reasons.  In support of hypothesis 2a, reasons for was directly related to 
attitudes (Γ = .59, p < .001), subjective norm (Γ = .38, p < .001), and perceived control (Γ = .32, 
p < .001).  In partial support of hypothesis 2b, reasons against was directly related to attitudes (Γ 
= -.36, p < .001) and perceived control (Γ = -.23, p < .01) but not directly related to subjective 
norm (Γ = -.05, ns).  This latter finding was in line with the zero-order correlation that was also 
non-significant (r = -.11, ns).  Against expectations, global motives fully mediated reasons for (β 
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Figure 2. Hypothesized Model of Conflict Climates, Behavioral Reasons, and Global Motives on 
Intention 
  
Note. Standardized parameter estimates shown. CCC = Constructive Conflict Climate. DCC = Destructive Conflict Climate. RF = Reasons 
For. RA = Reasons Against. ATT = Attitude. SN = Subjective Norm. PC = Perceived Control. INT = Intentio .  Solid lines indicate 







reason constructs and intention being manifest.  However, the zero-order correlations for reasons 
for  (0.28 p <.001) and reasons against (-0.22, p <.001) on intention were highly significant, as 
expected.  In support of hypotheses 3a and 3c, attitude was directly related to intention (β = .50, 
p < .01) as was perceived control (β = .24, p < .01).  Contrary to expectations, subjective norm 
did not independently predict intention (β = -0.05, ns), although its zero-order coefficient was 
highly significant (0.24, p <.001). 
Alternative Model 
 As reported above, the hypothesized model met minimum goodness of fit requirements.  
Nonetheless, additional pathways between latent constructs in the model were considered in 
order to improve fit to the data, if possible, as recommended in Anderson and Gerbing’s (1988) 
two-step approach.  An examination of the correlation matrix revealed a positive and significant 
zero-order correlation (r = .15, p < .05) between constructive conflict climate and perceived 
control.  This linkage was added to the hypothesized model to form a rival model test.  While a 
small improvement in goodness of fit was observed—χ2 (167, N =202) = 251.53, p < .001, CFI = 
0.96, TLI = 0.95, RMSEA = 0.05—when the constructive conflict climate to perceived control 
linkage was examined in the model, this path was non-significant, (Γ = 0.11, ns).  Given that no a 
priori theory guided the addition of the path between constructive conflict climate and perceived 
control, and given that this path was not significant, the rival model was rejected in favor of the 
hypothesized model. 
Exploratory Hypotheses 
 Due to a low survey response rate on the follow-up q estionnaire designed to test self-
reported participation in conflict resolution training over the preceding month (N = 80), it was 




“behavioral intentions to participate in conflict resolution training activities will be positively 
related to participation in actual conflict resolution training activities.”   Despite this limitation, 
an exploratory regression was run to test whether behavioral intentions would predict this 
behavioral criterion on the smaller sample size.  As shown in Table 6, intention did not 
significantly predict behavior (β = 0.08, ns; R2 = 0.01, ∆R2  = 0.01, ns).  This finding may have 
resulted from a low base rate / skew in the behavior l criterion (M = 0.66).  An attempt to 
manage skew was done by transforming the behavioral criterion which assessed “how many days 
have you participated in conflict resolution training over the past two months” as well as “how 
many times have you participated in conflict resoluti n training over the past two months” into a 
logistic form (i.e. coding 0 for no participation ad 1 for any level of participation).  These 
transformations and subsequent logistic regression analyses did not result in significant 
prediction.  
The low base rate may be due to the fact that despite be ng offered the opportunity to 
participate in an online conflict resolution training, the course was not mandatory and other 
opportunities to participate in conflict resolution training may have been limited, thereby 
impacting actual participation.  In addition, it is likely that individuals sign up for a relatively 
low number of trainings in general and therefore base rates of participation would likely and 
realistically be low. 
In behavioral reasoning theory (Westaby, 2005), both reasons for and against as well as 
global motives can sometimes have direct effects on behavior rather than being fully mediated by 
intention.  However, an examination of Step 2 in the regression analysis reported in Table 8 
revealed that none of the reason factors nor the thre  global motives significantly predicted 




behavioral criterion requires closer examination in future studies in order to more fully 
understand and report on these important relationshps.  In all, the above results indicate on the 
smaller sample size that all behavioral intention models, including the theory of planned 
behavior, have difficulty predicting conflict resolution training behavior in this study.  
Table 6 
Regression Testing the Effects of Intention to Participate in Conflict Resolution Training 
Activities  
 Beta Zero order R R2 ∆ R2 

























0.17 0.03 0.02 ns 
Note. N = 77. *p < .05. **p < .01.  dfs for Step 1 = 1, 76; dfs for Step 2 = 5, 71.  
 
Interaction Effects 
Exploratory Hypothesis E1a suggested that destructive onflict climate may interact with 
constructive conflict climate to predict reasons for and against participating in conflict resolution 
training.  Table 7 presents the results for both tests.  The findings show a significant effect (β = -
0.55, p <.05) for constructive conflict climate alone on reasons against.  An interaction of the two 
climates on reasons against was observed on Step 2 of the regression (β = 0.72, p < .01) in 
support of Exploratory Hypothesis E1a.  The overall R2 observed for this test was 0.14 resulting 
in significant change in R2, ∆R2 = 0.03, p < .01). 
With regards to the interaction of the climates on reasons for, neither constructive conflict 
climate (β = 0.34) nor destructive conflict climate (β = 0.36) predicted reasons for on Step 2 of 




Step 2 of the regression (β = −0.12, ns) thereby not supporting Exploratory Hypothesis E1a.  The 
overall R2 observed for this test was 0.06 (p = ns) resulting in a non-significant change in R2, ∆R2  
= 0.00 (p  = ns).  
Table 7 
Regression Testing the Interaction of Destructive and Constructive Conflict Climates on Reasons 
For and Reasons Against Participating in Conflict Resolution Training 
 Beta Zero 
Order 
R R2 ∆ R2 
Reasons Against 

























































































































Note. DCC = Destructive Conflict Climate. CCC = Construcive Conflict Climate.  N = 205. *p < 
.05. **p < .01.  Degrees of freedom for Step 1 = 2, 203; Degre s of freedom for Step 2 = 3, 202.  
 
Figure 3 illustrates the interaction between destructive and constructive conflict climates 
on reasons against participating in conflict resoluti n training.  As observed in Figure 3, when 




participating in conflict resolution training are rated strongly.  However, when the two climates 
are both high, this results in a sharp increase in the rating of reasons against participating in 





Figure 3. Interaction of Destructive and Constructive Conflict Climates on Reasons Against 













Chapter V: Discussion 
 
The purpose of this dissertation was to test a model of how conflict climates in 
organizations influence employees’ decisions to participate in conflict resolution training 
activities.  Understanding the causes and processes of conflict as well as the methods that attempt 
to resolve it, such as training, is important because conflict is often associated with a range of 
outcomes that reduce organizational effectiveness, such as decreased productivity, increased 
turnover, increased healthcare costs, decreased employee satisfaction, decreased organizational 
commitment, and more (Bobinski, 2006; Dana, 1996; De Dreu, 2008; Frone, 2000; Jehn, 1995; 
Wayne, 2005).  Some research has demonstrated that workplace conflict can lead to increased 
organizational effectiveness under some conditions, such as when employees are trained in 
conflict resolution skills (De Dreu & Weingart, 2003; Coleman & Lim, 2001; Movius, 2008; 
Tjosvold, 2006) or when the organizational culture values pro-social and proactive engagement 
of conflict (Gelfand et al., 2012).  Another importan  reason to study workplace interventions 
involving conflict is that organizations invest sign ficant resources attempting to prevent, 
regulate, and manage those conflicts (Movius, 2008; Susskind, 2004).  Thus, a deeper 
understanding of conflict resolution training may help inform decision makers on how to best 
proceed in managing their conflicts within their organizations. 
The focus of much conflict research to date has been on the individual and interpersonal 
factors that impact conflict processes (De Dreu & Gelfand, 2008).  However, relatively little 
research has addressed contextual factors such as organizational climate and culture in the 
context of conflict resolution training.  Organizational conflict researchers have called for 
increased research that links the multi-disciplinary conflict resolution literature with mainstream 




facet-specific climates have been examined in the organizational psychology literature (Kuenzi 
& Schminke, 2009), surprisingly, little, if any research has examined the notion of conflict 
climates.  This dissertation aimed to bridge this gap by examining the role of conflict climates on 
decisions to engage in conflict resolution training.  Specifically, the dissertation sought to answer 
two fundamental questions:  First, do destructive conflict climates motivate people to engage in 
conflict resolution interventions, such as training, or do they conversely threaten people 
sufficiently resulting in avoidance of such engagement?  Second, do constructive conflict 
climates motivate people to participate in conflict resolution training despite the presence of a 
positive system or do they result in viewing such participation as irrelevant?   
This area of research is also important because it can help shift conflict research from one 
that tends to address individual and interpersonal conflicts and conflict resolution approaches to 
one that addresses organizational factors and interventions that include, but that also go beyond, 
training.  Research by Gelfand et al. (2012) highlighted the role that contextual factors such as 
organizational conflict cultures play in moderating conflict resolution behaviors among leaders 
and employees suggesting that broader factors need to be included in organizational conflict 
models. 
I chose to engage an international non-governmental org nization (INGO) to study these 
relationships, given that such organizations often face various internal and external challenges 
that can create pressures resulting in workplace confli t.  INGOs often expend significant 
resources to regulate workplace conflicts, including the implementation of conflict resolution 
trainings, mediation programs, conflict coaching, and ombuds services.  The United Nations 




an example of conflict related trends and interventions in one important international 
organization.  
Model Recap 
 The proposed conceptual model in this study first posited that beliefs about constructive 
and destructive organizational conflict climates would be related to employees’ reasons for as 
well as reasons against participating in conflict resolution training.  Various antecedent variables, 
such as beliefs and values, have been demonstrated o influence behavioral reasons in past 
research (Westaby et al., 2010).  Second, constructive onflict climate was expected to directly 
predict attitudes towards participating in conflict resolution training, while destructive conflict 
climate was expected to be negatively associated with attitudes.  The model also hypothesized 
that behavioral reasons to participate in conflict resolution training would predict global motives, 
such as attitude, subjective norm, and perceived control, as demonstrated in other studies 
examining behavioral intention theories (Westaby, 2005; Westaby et al., 2010).  Specifically, 
reasons for participation were expected to be positively and directly related to the global 
motives, while reasons against participation were expected to be negatively related to the global 
motives.  Finally, the model predicted that the reasons constructs and the global motives would 
influence intentions to participate in conflict resolution training and that intentions to participate 
in these activities would in turn predict actual behavioral participation over time. 
Hypothesized Model: Results and Implications 
Conflict Climates Behavioral reasons.  First, results showed that the path from 
destructive conflict climate to reasons for participat ng in conflict resolution training was both 
positive and significant as hypothesized.  This suggests that employees see training as one 




destructive conflict climate to reasons against wasalso significant and positive, as hypothesized.  
Thus, when employees perceived the organizational environment to be destructive in relation to 
conflict, it generated reasons against participating in conflict resolution training as well.  This is 
an important finding, suggesting that employees mayhave simultaneous concerns that training, 
while useful, may be insufficient to address the causes, processes and outcomes of workplace 
conflict.  This creates a mixture of motivational forces that simultaneously push people towards 
participating in training while also pulling them aw y, in line with classic approach-avoidance 
frameworks.  However, this may be counterintuitive in the context of conflict resolution training, 
as one would expect reasons against to decrease rather than increase as the destructive conflict 
climate increases.  This is because one would logically infer that as the destructive conflict 
climate increases, employees would feel an increasing need for interventions such as training that 
could attempt to mitigate the conflicts.  That the opposite was observed is noteworthy, 
suggesting that the threat resulting from such a climate leads to complex motivational reactions. 
The path from constructive conflict climate to reason  for participating in conflict 
resolution training was positive and significant as hypothesized.  Interestingly and counter- 
intuitively, employees continue to value participatng in conflict resolution training despite a 
constructive perception of the workplace conflict climate.  Attending such training was not 
viewed as a waste of time or time better spent pursuing other opportunities or working on other 
tasks.  However, against expectations, the path from c nstructive conflict climate to reasons 
against was non-significant.  Again, this finding is counterintuitive as one would logically 
assume that if the conflict climate is constructive, then employees would have better uses for 
their time and thus have reasons not to participate in such training.  This is an important finding 




constructive work environments.  Employees in such constructive contexts may remain vigilant 
in attempting to mitigate that potential by honing their conflict resolution skills in pre-emptive 
conflict resolution training.  
Taken together, the above findings suggest that the destructive conflict climates exert 
more psychological influence on training motivation than do the constructive conflict climates.  
A number of literatures may help explain these observations.  First, this result is supported by 
research from organizational conflict researchers (De Dreu, 2008) who noted that the negative 
aspects of workplace conflict often overshadow the pot ntial positive aspects.  Second, research 
on regulatory focus (Gayer et al, 2009; Higgins, 1997) and prospect theory (Kahneman & 
Tversky, 1979) highlighted that loss frames have stronger effects psychologically than do gain 
frames.  Third, research on psychological climate (James & James, 1989) demonstrated that 
individuals make general assessments as to whether the workplace climate is beneficial or 
harmful to one’s overall personal wellbeing.   
Practically, these findings have a number of implications.  First, when employees 
experience a destructive conflict climate, training i terventions may not be perceived as 
sufficient for changing the climate or that the organization will sufficiently support such training.  
A wider range of methods such as organizational mediation (Goldman et al., 2008), ombudsing 
(Dibble, 1997), conflict coaching (Brinkert, 2006), team interventions (Bradley et al., 2012) or 
conflict management systems design (Lipsky et al., 2000; Olson-Buchanan & Boswell, 2008) 
may need to be considered in addition to training.  Combining multiple methods also may be 
required.  For example, a blended mix of conflict resolution training in addition to team building 
may help enhance interpersonal conflict resolution skills while also influencing the team’s norms 




of the conflict resolution skills acquired in training (Arthur et al., 2003).  Future research should 
examine such possibilities.  
Second, if the other person(s) with whom the employee is experiencing conflict is also 
attending the training, this may decrease motivation to attend.  Individuals may not feel sufficient 
safety to learn with such individuals present, resulting in decreased training motivation.  One-to-
one interventions such as conflict coaching may need to be offered as an alternative.  Brinkert 
(2006) defined conflict coaching as: “…the process in which a coach and disputant communicate 
one-on-one for the purpose of developing the disputant’s conflict-related understanding, 
interaction strategies, and interaction skills” (p. 518).  This approach is a specific type of 
coaching that often occurs over a limited number or sessions (i.e., 1 to 3) and that focuses on 
supporting the resolution of actual conflicts faced by the disputant.  
  Third, the findings may suggest that organizational decision makers may need to focus on 
interventions that address the “upstream” culture and climate factors that may cause, enable or 
facilitate workplace conflict rather than or before focusing on “downstream” aspects such as 
improving conflict resolution skills.  Research by Gelfand et al. (2012) highlighted the important 
role of leadership and the evolution of organizational conflict cultures that result in widespread 
norms in how conflicts should be addressed.  For example, an organizational culture that tends to 
reinforce avoiding engaging others when difficult conversations or conflicts arise may require 
leaders to begin modeling constructive conversations during performance management reviews 
or in team meetings.  By modeling such conversations, the norms around conflict avoidance may 
switch to norms around conflict engagement, as employees could perceive that it is 




by Bradley et al. (2012) demonstrated the important role of psychological safety on team 
members’ ability to manage conflict effectively in order to maintain and enhance performance.   
Once the organizational context has been primed through such modeling, then training may be 
useful to help staff develop the skills to engage in challenging conversations around old and new 
conflicts.  Organizations that invest proactively in preventing the potential for conflict and 
creating constructive conflict norms for when it occurs may help reduce the threat of future 
conflict climate shifts and build a measure of resili nce (Burton, 1990). 
As a supplemental analysis with potential applied impl cations, I examined the 
correlations between the individual conflict climate items and behavioral reasons (see Appendix 
I for tables that report bivariate correlation findi gs).  The analysis of the destructive conflict 
climate items and the reasons against participating in conflict resolution training items revealed 
strong correlations for the following specific reason  against:  “Training won’t help resolve 
conflicts;” “Supervisors don’t support training;” “Colleagues don’t support training;” “My 
reputation will be negatively impacted if I sign up;” “I am uncomfortable with the topic;” and 
“I’m fearful of creating more conflicts as a result of attending.”  This data might suggest, for 
example, that practitioners should focus on engaging organizational leaders to provide more 
visible support for conflict resolution training in order to create a more supportive context and 
thereby decrease reasons against training (Westaby, Pfaff  & Redding, 2014).  Another example 
would be to seriously consider alternatives to training, such as coaching or mediation in order to 
address concerns that training won’t help resolve conflicts.  Alternatively, the training design 
could emphasize more in-depth coaching in order to quip people with the confidence necessary 




Conflict Climates  Attitude.  Against expectations, the paths from constructive and 
destructive conflict climates were not directly relat d to attitudes for participating in conflict 
resolution training.  The two reasons constructs completely mediated their effect.  
Psychologically, this suggests that employees are aware of the specific motives underlying their 
global motives and that a subconscious (or implicit) type of effect from climates to global 
motives is not occurring among employees.  Conflicts may threaten employees sufficiently for it 
to cause them to become aware and deliberate in their decision-making process.  Khaneman 
(2011) described such deliberate, conscious and methodical decision making as “slow” in 
comparison to the “fast” intuitive and heuristic thinking that happens on a subconscious level.  
Such thinking is also related to Chaiken and Maheswaran’s (1994) notion of systematic 
information processing in their dual process of attitude formation.  Conflicts may 
psychologically threaten employees’ sense of wellbeing nough to result in a slower, more 
deliberate and systematic decision-making process.   
The practical implication of this finding is that examining employees’ specific reasons for 
and against participating in training may provide a helpful tool to decipher the specific motives 
driving their participation, regardless of the climates.  In addition, given that employees may 
reflect on their decision making in deliberate ways when facing conflict, care and attention to 
detail may need to be taken when communicating about the objectives and benefits for training.  
For example, when deploying training recruitment communications, it may be important to 
describe specific learning objectives that will be achieved as a result of participating.  
Additionally, providing detailed information on how the knowledge and skills acquired during 
training will be supported in the post-training workplace context would be recommended as well 




Behavioral Reasons  Attitude.  The path from reasons for to attitudes was significant 
and positive as expected.  Similar linkages of behavior l reasons being directly related to 
attitudes have been observed in other behavioral intention studies (Westaby, 2005; Westaby et 
al., 2010).  The finding suggests that when employees have strong reasons and arguments for 
participating in conflict resolution training, it directly increases their attitudes towards 
participating in such training.  A number of implications follow from this finding.  First, 
motivating employees to participate in conflict resolution training could likely be influenced by 
communication campaigns targeting specific reasons f r the behavior.  For example, if an 
important reason for participating is to “receive coa hing on conflicts that I am presently facing,” 
then training recruitment could focus on the indiviualized coaching aspects of the training 
program.  Second, the reason results could assist in the design of training content.  For example, 
in this study, the reasons for item that stated “gaining confidence in my ability to resolve 
conflict” was ranked among the most important reasons f r wanting to attend.  Instructional 
designers could use this knowledge to ensure that training content focus on increasing self-
confidence by providing specific skill-building activi ies that may bolster confidence (e.g., 
listening skills, emotional regulation, etc.).  
Third, results from the reasons for participating may help training organizers highlight 
important targets for supporting post-training learning transfer.  For example, if participants are 
attending training to “help resolve workplace and/or family conflicts,” then training organizers 
may want to consider how to best support employees’ follow-through on taking action.  To 
illustrate, providing a one-hour one-to-one coaching session may provide sufficient support to 





As expected, the path from reasons against was directly and negatively related to attitude.  
This finding also has been observed in other behavior l ntention studies (Westaby, 2005; 
Westaby et al., 2010) and suggests that when employees have strong reasons against 
participating in conflict resolution training, it results in a negative attitude towards training.  
There are various implications.  First, an analysis of reasons against may reveal important targets 
that need to be mitigated in order for training to be viewed positively.  For example, in this 
study, I found that the two reasons against items with the highest mean scores were “such 
training is not offered here” and “lack of time.”  This knowledge could first help training 
coordinators increase the opportunity for attending such trainings, and second, begin strategizing 
ways to manage the lack of time challenge.  For example, perhaps conducting a series of one 
hour webinars over the course of one month would be more manageable than attending a full one 
or two day training.  It points to the criticality of time management.  
Second, analysis of reasons may reveal other important targets for change.  For instance, 
if it emerges that “supervisors don’t support such training,” training organizers may need to 
engage leaders and managers in the trainings first in order to signal to employees the importance 
and usefulness of attending such trainings.  
Third, if analysis of reasons against reveals a perception that “training won’t help resolve 
conflicts,” training organizers may need to design training recruitment communications with 
facts and data such as those that illustrate the valu  of such trainings.  Alternatively, training 
organizers could question whether training is the best approach in their situation and consider a 
range of conflict resolution alternatives before deci ing whether to pursue a training program.  
An interesting option would be to follow-up with a cross-section of survey participants through 




results of such deeper and targeted needs assessment could identify specific change targets to 
address in the conflict resolution training process or through other conflict resolution 
interventions. 
In summary, the specific reasons for and against items provide practitioners with 
extensive context-specific information that can inform more customized decision making.  Such 
decision making can help determine whether training or another approach is the best choice, 
which behavioral reasons to target in training recruitment campaigns, what aspects to address in 
training curriculum design, and which support mechanisms may be required to assist in training 
transfer.  
Behavioral Reasons  Subjective norm.  The path from reasons for participating in 
training to subjective norm was significant, as predicted.  This illustrates that when employees 
have reasons for participating in conflict resolution training, it is associated with those 
employees believing that others important to them think they should attend.  In training research, 
social factors have been demonstrated to be an important predictor of training motivation and 
training outcomes (Tracey & Tews, 2005).  The presence of social pressure to participate in 
conflict resolution training may signal that training is viewed as important and that it is in the 
organization’s and its members’ interests to engage in such activities.  This might be associated 
with improving organizational outcomes.  Since conflict is fundamentally a social process that 
operates at multiple levels of analysis (i.e., individual, interpersonal, team, and organizational), 
addressing subjective norms may be an important part of successful conflict resolution efforts in 
organizations. 
From an applied perspective, this could imply the ne d to organize training that focuses 




departments.  Training the team may help foster positive social pressures to hold each other 
accountable for engaging in constructive conflict resolution behaviors following participation in 
such workshops.  Future research needs to examine such comparisons.  Another important 
implication from these findings would be a possible ne d to train important influencers, such as 
leaders and managers, in conflict resolution.  If leaders and managers attend the trainings, that 
may exert social pressure on others to attend as well. 
Against expectations, the path from reasons against participating to subjective norm was 
not significant.  A closer examination of the correlation matrix revealed that the reasons against 
to subjective norm zero-order correlation was also non-significant.  This suggests that, in 
general, employees’ reasons against are not resulting in social pressures to participate.  Given 
that, to the best of my knowledge, this is the only study known to date that has examined the 
linkage between reasons and subjective norms in such training contexts and also that the 
subjective norm measure consisted of one item, future replication of this relationship should be 
examined to confirm this finding.  
Behavioral Reasons  Perceived control.  The path from reasons for participating in 
conflict resolution training to perceived control was significant and positive, suggesting that 
employees who had reasons for participating in conflict resolution training felt more confident in 
being able to engage.  As conflict may challenge on’s confidence in being able to respond 
effectively, when people feel motivated with reasons to attend training, it may indicate a general 
sense that resolving conflict with others is achievable.  The implications suggest that recruitment 
communications should focus on the increased confide ce that may result by attending as well as 
the methods and techniques that will be acquired that may increase one’s success when 




 The reasons against participating to perceived control pathway was negative and 
significant, as hypothesized.  The more reasons against employees have, the more difficult they 
feel that it is to participate in conflict resolution training.  This pattern has been similarly 
observed in studies of turnover and leadership decision making (Westaby, 2005; Westaby et al., 
2010).  From an applied perspective, in organizations where reasons against participating in 
conflict resolution are high, training organizers may need to pay close attention to availability 
and timing of training as previously discussed.  These two items were the highest ranked reasons 
against participating.  Mitigating these reasons should make participating in training easier.  
Deeper analysis of the reasons against revealed othr targets as well.  For example, in this study, 
“lack of supervisor and colleague support” was among the top five reasons against participating.   
Another important reason that emerged in this study as a potentially important target was 
the perception that “conflict resolution training won’t help resolve conflicts.”  While this reason 
may reflect a negative attitude towards training in e eral, it could also reveal that participants 
may not feel convinced they will be able to engage in successful conflict resolution efforts 
following training, thereby making it difficult to attend.  This might require training organizers to 
help potential participants see how participating in training will impact conflict resolution 
outcomes such as by citing research supporting the positive outcomes that result from 
participating in such trainings (Coleman & Lim, 2001).  This might also involve providing 
training organizers with specific feedback to demonstrate more clear linkages as to how training 
skills can be transferred and how training will be supported, such as through coaching, refresher 
workshops, or other blended learning strategies (e.g., online self-study resources).  Such data 
may also cause organizational decision makers to challenge their assumptions as to whether 




Attitude  Intention.  The path from attitude to intention was positive and highly 
significant.  This suggests that attitude is a particularly strong motivational factor for employees 
when considering participating in conflict resolution training.  A meta-analysis of theory of 
planned behavior studies by Krauss (1995) demonstrated medium to large overall effect sizes for 
the attitude to intention relationship across many studies.  In the area of training, Maurer et al. 
(2003) found that attitude predicted intentions to participate in work-related learning and 
development activities.  
This finding has a number of implications for conflict resolution training.  First, 
organizational communications aimed at recruiting participants should target attitudes.  For 
example, the positive aspects of conflict resolution raining could be highlighted in the 
communications materials or a positive title for the raining could be developed such as 
“Constructive Conflict Resolution” or “Creative Conflict Management” in order to generate 
training motivation.  Such an approach is supported by research demonstrating the importance of 
perceptions of training and the training environment on pre-training motivation and post-training 
transfer (Facteau, 1995).  
  As mentioned earlier in this chapter, research on attitude change (Chaiken & 
Maheswaran, 1994) has suggested a dual information processing strategy, with one process being 
more heuristic and one more systematic and deliberate.  During heuristic modes, individuals may 
seek shortcuts to form and change attitudes.  Leveraging “social proof” (Aronson, Wilson, & 
Akert, 2005; Kelman, 1958; Sherif, 1935) and associations to “authority” (Cialdini, 2001; 
Milgram, 1963) are two other approaches that could be utilized to influence attitudes towards 
participating in conflict resolution training beyond reasons.  For example, capturing testimonials 




social proof that others see the value of the training.  This may in turn influence one’s attitude to 
participate.  This approach could be further leverag d through the use of social networking 
technologies where participants could rate their sat sfaction with the trainings and also include 
qualitative feedback in order to allow potential participants the opportunity to gain more 
evaluation information in order to make decisions to attend.   
Additionally, if supervisors or leaders in positions of authority attend the workshops and 
send the training recruitment messages themselves, this may generate a positive attitude towards 
the training as authorities’ or subject matter experts’ views can significantly influence attitudes 
(Cialdini, 2001; Milgram, 1963).  A more systematic or deliberate persuasion approach could 
appeal to training participants who may require more information and data before deciding to 
attend.  For example, short practical articles, whitepapers or brief online video segments that 
provide “appetizers” of concepts and skills to be acquired in the training could be employed to 
positively influence attitudes towards training.  This approach would go beyond standard email 
communications and advertising, such as using training posters in heavily trafficked locations 
within the organization. 
In summary, given the important relationship of attitude to intention, the strongest of the 
thee global motives assessed in this study, this linkage would likely be an important aspect for 
organizational leaders and training organizers to positively use for generating motivation towards 
attending conflict resolution training workshops.   
Subjective Norm  Intention.  Against expectations, the path from subjective norm to 
intention was not significant.  However, a positive zero-order correlation between the two 
constructs was observed in the correlation matrix.  An examination of previous behavioral 




subjective norm tends to be the weakest independent pr dictor of the three global motives.   
Trafimow and Finlay (1996), however, suggested that t is depends on the behavioral criterion 
being studied, which can vary significantly.  Armitage and Connor (2001) have also commented 
on the frequent use of one-item subjective norm measures rather than multiple items suggesting 
possible measurement issues when studying subjective norm to intention relationships.  In this 
study, the three item measure for subjective norm was reduced to one item due to issues with the 
reverse scoring of two negatively worded items.  This may have contributed to the weak 
predictive validity, although this cannot be confirmed in this study, and future research needs to 
further examine this finding. 
There are implications concerning subjective norm.  For example, should this relationship 
be found to be significant in other samples, it may be important to consider having intact teams 
rather than having random individuals from different departments attend training.  This approach 
could help influence the team relationships as a whole and may result in increased support for 
resolving conflicts when they occur.  Such an approach is supported by research, mentioned 
earlier in this chapter that found a positive relationship between psychological safety and team 
conflict resolution as well as performance (Bradley et al., 2012).   Furthermore, there may be a 
need for more management support and role modeling.  Social support has been found to be 
important in meta-analyses of training motivation (Colquitt et al., 2001).  In addition, Gelfand et 
al.’s (2012) research on organizational conflict cul ures highlighted the importance of social 
norms that influence conflict resolution behaviors and outcomes, suggesting that social pressures 
are important drivers of individual behavior.  If groups develop constructive social norms for 
addressing conflicts as a result of participating in jo nt training, this could then help practitioners 




of skills.  As team-learning exercises become a norm, they may foster positive pressures to 
engage in a range of conflict resolution interventio s including training.  However, more 
research is needed to examine the potential link between subjective norm and intention in the 
context of conflict resolution training given the non-significant results in this study. 
Perceived Control  Intention.  The path from perceived control to intention was 
significant, as hypothesized.  This finding suggests that when employees feel that it is easy and 
within their control to participate in conflict resolution training, they then have increased 
intentions to do so.  This finding confirms similar inkages between perceived control and 
intention found in behavioral intention theories and training models (Dawkins & Frass, 2005; 
Maurer et al., 2003; Westaby et al., 2010).  There are a number of practical implications.  First, 
people may find conflict resolution very challengin and so building employees’ confidence is 
likely critical.  Communicating that the training will provide step-by-step courses of action or 
emphasize skill development in order to manage confli t, such as through conflict analysis and 
preparation, may help satisfy perceived control concer s.  
Focusing on specific skill building may help foster more perceptions of control and 
confidence.  Also, when addressing actual conflicts in trainings, bringing in experts such as 
mediators and ombudspersons may prove useful.  These subject matter experts may, for example, 
help employees understand when involving a third party is recommended.  Letting employees 
know that such professionals are available during the training may help increase motivation to 
participate.  Following training, informing participants that support for the transfer of skills is 
available, such as through one-to-one conflict coaching (Brinkert, 2006), may be an additional 
confidence-building measure.  Finally, making team coaching available could help facilitate 




accountability with ongoing support for the team.  The major disadvantage of offering coaching, 
however, is the additional costs associated with securing skilled and experienced coaches. 
Behavioral Reasons  Intention.  Against expectations, the reasons for and reasons 
against scales did not directly predict intention, but their zero-order correlations were highly 
significant.  In this study, global motives fully mediated these linkages.  Behavioral reasoning 
theory (Westaby, 2005) suggests that “reasons are presumed to capture important context-
specific justifications” and that “context-specific reasons may directly impact intentions, without 
people fully activating global motive perceptions” (p. 102).  In this study, global motive 
perceptions may have been fully activated, thus fully mediating reasons.  However, since this 
study did not counter-balance reasons with the global motive scales, the lack of significance 
could have resulted from order effects (Feldman & Lynch, 1988).  Future research needs to 
counter-balance the items in the behavioral reasoning survey to address this issue.  Also, this 
study found that intentions did not predict behavior, as discussed next, which suggests that the 
prediction of training in conflict resolution is more difficult to model with any behavioral 
intention theory. 
Intention  Behavior.  Due to data collection limitations with a follow-up survey, the 
path from intention to behavior in this study could not be tested with sufficient power in the 
structural equation model.  However, supplemental regression analyses on a smaller sample (n = 
80) found that intention and behavior were unrelated.  This finding may also have been due to a 
low base rate for training.  In other words, given that employees are likely to engage in relatively 
few trainings over the course of a two to three month period, gaining sufficient variance in 




observation, such as to a one-year period, might yield more fruitful findings between intention 
and behavior.   
As for related research, meta-analytic findings by Armitage and Conner (2001) that 
examined intention to behavior relationships on a wide range of behaviors found that behavioral 
intention on average predicted 22% of the variance i  behavior.  In one study on intention and 
actual participation in work-related learning and development activities, Maurer et al. (2003) 
reported a path coefficient of .63 between intentions and actual participation suggesting a strong 
relationship between constructs.  Future research needs to further examine this linkage in the 
context of conflict resolution training. 
Alternative Exploratory Model 
 Despite an examination of additional pathways to the conceptual model, such as 
constructive conflict climate to perceived control, no alternative models or rival models were 
discovered that improved fit over the hypothesized model.  Thus, the hypothesized model 
provided a sufficient explanation of observed linkages. 
Post Hoc Analysis 
 This dissertation also examined the potential interaction of constructive conflict climate 
and destructive conflict climate on reasons for andreasons against participating in conflict 
resolution training.  Results indicated a significant interaction effect for reasons against 
participating but not for reasons for.  Specifically, results indicated that the high constructive 
conflict climate and high destructive conflict climate cell had a strong effect on generating 
reasons against participating in conflict resolution training.   
Two potential interpretations for this finding are provided here.  First, these results may 




(Chaiken & Maheswaran, 1994; Khaneman, 2011).  In the context of this study, when both 
climates are present, employees may slow down and engag  in more deliberate decision making.  
This may result in the negative aspects of conflict overriding the positive aspects (DeDreu, 
2008), which in turn causes doubts about participating in conflict resolution training, thus 
generating more reasons against it.  That employees could simultaneously experience both high 
constructive and high destructive conflict climates may initially seem counterintuitive.  
However, one could imagine an individual bringing to mind a range of recent conflicts in which, 
in some cases, they were handled constructively while in other cases, they were handled 
destructively.  Recalling such opposing examples increases difficulty in the decision-making 
process due to the increased complexity of cognitively processing and making meaning around 
the opposing examples.  The enhanced cognitive complexity therefore results in the destructive 
potential of conflict causing a more conservative or risk-averse perspective towards participating 
in conflict resolution training that overrides the constructive potential. 
A second alternative explanation is that the high constructive conflict climate is viewed 
as ultimately failing to exert sufficient change in the sources or roots of conflict.  In other words, 
despite positive intentions and efforts by colleagues to resolve conflicts constructively, they are 
ultimately failing to address conflicts as well as their underlying causes effectively.  This results 
in the perception that all approaches to conflict resolution (i.e., positive or negative) are in sum 
failing or negative.  This global assessment then leads individuals to generate reasons against 
participating in conflict resolution training as such training will likely be viewed as insufficient 
to positively influence a context that has proven difficult to change. 
The practical implications of these findings are that when workplace conflicts are 




result in the perception that training is insufficient to address such complexities alone.  Other 
interventions that augment training or that provide alt rnatives to training may prove useful.   For 
example, focusing on proactively building cooperative norms and resilience within teams may 
help prevent negative conflict from becoming an intractable feature of the work context (Bradley 
et al., 2012; Burton, 1990).  Future theory-building and empirical research should explore this 
interaction in additional settings in order to increase our understanding of this complex 
interaction. 
Demographic Variables 
 An examination of the correlation matrix revealed that of the three variables used to 
stratify the sample, only rank appeared to be related to any of the study constructs.  Gender, age 
and function did not correlate significantly with any study variables. Managers appeared to have 
more reasons for, fewer reasons against, and more positive attitudes towards conflict resolution 
training than non-managers in this sample.  Bivariate correlation analyses of the demographic 
variables and individual items in the constructive and destructive conflict climate scales as well 
as the reasons for and reasons against scales were also conducted in order to examine the 
presence of significant correlations at the item level rather than at the composite level.   Only 
rank demonstrated significant individual item correlations with reasons for and reasons against.  
Specifically, managers were more likely to have more reasons for and fewer reasons against in 
comparison to their non-managerial counterparts.  See Appendix J for a table presenting these 
findings.  While rank was not included as a moderator in the hypothesized model, these findings 
suggest that rank may be an important demographic var able to include in studies examining 




Practically, research has identified the differential power relations between supervisors 
and supervisees as one of the important causes and moderators of conflict resolution practices in 
the workplace (Bradley et al., 2012; Deutsch, Coleman & Marcus, 2006).  In this sample, 
managers may feel responsibility for regulating conflicts within their units and yet challenged in 
this regard.  Therefore, training for all employees in conflict resolution skills may be viewed 
favorably by managers as such training could reliev some of the pressures they feel when faced 
with conflict among their direct reports.  This find g may also suggest that organizations 
examine training interventions tailored to equip managers with more competencies in the area of 
conflict resolution (Bradley et al., 2012; Cropanzao et al., 1999). 
Broad Implications   
 The findings of this research study suggest that destructive and constructive 
organizational conflict climates are important antecedents of employees’ decisions to engage in 
conflict resolution training.  Thus, organizations may need to consider looking at conflict 
resolution training as well as interventions targeting he broader organizational context, such as 
organization development, conflict management system  design, enhancing leadership and 
management conflict capabilities, and fostering staff development through coaching programs in 
order to create a climate where conflict resolution skills can be successfully employed. 
A particularly important finding in this study is that destructive conflict climates 
predicted both reasons for as well as against participa ng in conflict resolution training.  One 
would logically expect a destructive conflict climate to increase behavioral reasons for but not 
necessarily reasons against participating in conflict resolution training.  This finding should 
motivate organizational leaders to examine more closely what is underlying the destructive 




resolution training is always the correct or only intervention required to best address 
organizational conflicts.  This finding may also suggest that organizations would be wise to 
invest in conflict prevention since once conflict is present, despite the potential benefits, the 
negative aspects may exert a stronger influence on decision-making processes and therefore 
outcomes (Burton, 1990).  Some examples of conflict prevention may include:  regular 
organizational development interventions to root out causes of conflict before they escalate into 
difficult situations, team building when new teams are formed in order to proactively build 
cooperative norms before conflicts have the opportunity to escalate, or building managerial and 
employee skills in coaching in order to facilitate proactive growth in individuals’ interpersonal 
skills and relationships before conflicts occur (Cropanzano et al., 1999).  
In addition, the study results suggest that when confli t resolution training is offered, 
examining reasons for and against participation mayprovide valuable information that could 
help with training recruitment strategy, enhancing pre-training motivation, as well as tailoring 
training content more tightly to the context-specific challenges and opportunities faced by the 
potential trainees.  Training in conflict resolution may also require careful consideration of 
learning transfer mechanisms (Holton et al., 2000), such as conflict coaching (Brinkert, 2006), to 
support the application of knowledge and skills acquired during training back in the workplace 
setting.  
Practitioners could also use the model in this study o possibly design training needs 
assessments and to develop a taxonomy of recommended conflict resolution interventions 
depending on the conflict climates present as well as the specific reasons for and against that are 
observed.  A few examples may help illustrate how such an approach might work.  First, if the 




supervisor support for training, the taxonomy could recommend leadership involvement in 
trainings along with employees or that leaders first go through a training organized for “leaders 
only” in order to foster perceptions of “top-down” support for such training.  Once the leaders 
are trained, the program could be rolled-out for all employees.  In a second case, should analysis 
of reasons against reveal concerns that “conflict resolution training won’t help resolve conflicts,” 
this may indicate that other methods such as mediation or combining training with conflict 
coaching may need to be considered.  In a third example, should the constructive conflict climate 
be high yet reasons for participating reveal that employees feel training could help enhance team  
performance, then conflict resolution training could focus on leveraging the positive aspects of 
conflict on team processes such as creativity, innovati n and leveraging diversity.  In summary, 
such a taxonomy could assist leaders make informed choices when deciding the approaches that 
may best achieve their intervention aims and goals.  
Finally, by tracking and benchmarking the conflict climates over time as part of regular 
organizational climate surveys, organizations may gin better insights into the ebb and flow of 
conflict in their organizations and potential linkages to organizational performance. 
Recommendations for Future Research 
Future research should examine the proposed conceptual linkages in the model in other 
conflict-related areas.  Some examples might include participation in mediation, conflict 
coaching, engaging in interpersonal negotiation or difficult conversations.  In such applications, 
the survey items would simply replace “conflict resolution training” with the specific topic of 
interest.  However, in future studies, reasons scale  should be counterbalanced to provide a fairer 
test of behavioral reasoning theory.  In addition, future studies examining conflict resolution 




organizations where opportunities to engage in conflict resolution training are more widely 
available.  This would help ensure a higher baseline of participation.  Furthermore, future 
research should more deeply examine relevant demographic variables, such as rank, which may 
be important moderating factors.  Also, multi-level approaches that quantitatively explore team 
conflict climates, departmental climates and organiz tional-level climates should be examined.  
 Finally, more psychometric research needs to examine “creativity conflict climate” as a 
potential distinct construct in contrast to “construc ive conflict climate.”  This could help 
determine if other conflict-related climates are prsent that the current study was unable to 
confirm with confidence.  Given the importance of creativity and innovation in organizations, 
this may be a promising area of investigation.   
Limitations 
There were several limitations in this study.  The first is that, due to a low response rate 
in the follow-up survey, actual participation in conflict resolution training could not be 
sufficiently assessed.  This resulted in a cross-sectional analysis of the structural equation model.  
While a high correlation between intention and behavior has been found in behavioral intention 
studies as previously mentioned in this chapter, examining actual behavior would have improved 
this study’s ability to test the proposed model andbehavioral reasoning theory.  This is especially 
important, since the smaller set of data available suggested that intentions were not related to 
participation, which makes one question the degree to which any behavioral intention theory 
would be supported in this INGO context. 
Second, using parcels of items rather than all indiv dual manifest indicators for the 




although the study used parcels in line with prescripts in the SEM literature (Gong & Fan, 2006; 
Little et al., 2002).   
Third, the reasons scales were not counter-balanced during data collection.  
Consequently, this may have resulted in the reasons cales not directly predicting intentions in 
this study.  Furthermore, this may have given global motives an advantage over reasons in the 
prediction of intention, because they were measured more closely to intention in the online 
survey (Feldman & Lynch, 1988). 
Fourth, there were a number of issues with the scale  used in the study.  For example, the 
originally proposed constructive conflict climate scale was marginally multi-dimensional, which 
resulted in the need to drop a number of items that loaded on a separate, but questionable factor.  
Problems with the negatively worded subjective norm and attitude items, which speculatively 
may have been due to cross-cultural causes, also impacted the scales that resulted in the need to 
eliminate items.  These scale issues raise questions about the non-significant findings observed in 
the structural equation model.   
Finally, it is important to understand the multi-level effects of conflict climates in order 
to better grasp how they operate across important organizational levels.  This analysis was not 
possible in this study, given its inability to identify smaller group or team structures. 
Conclusion 
The findings in this study suggest that researchers and organizational practitioners 
consider the importance of conflict climates on employees’ decisions to engage in conflict 
resolution training.  More closely examining such climates, and the reasons underlying 
employees’ decisions to participate, could guide organizational leaders in using resources most 




may be an important part of an intervention program, it ay be insufficient in some contexts.  
Other methods or a mixed-methods approach, including but going beyond training, could be 
considered.  Future research should replicate and extend this study’s findings, with improved 
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APPENDIX A: DEFINITION OF TERMS 
 
Attitude Toward the Behavior: "The degree to which a person has a favorable or unfavorable 
evaluation or appraisal of the behavior in question" (Ajzen, 1991, p. 188). 
Climate: “Individual descriptions of organizational practices and procedures that relate to 
organizational influences on individual performance, satisfaction and motivation.” (Baltes, 2001, p. 
12356). 
Conflict: “…incompatible activities; one person’s actions interfere, obstruct or in some way get in 
the way of another’s action.” (Deutsch, 1973, p. 90)
Conflict Resolution: “a decision-making process which avoids the necessity to rest on power or 
enforcement by getting to the source of problems and resolving them to the satisfaction of all parties” 
(Burton, 1997, p. 1). 
Conflict Resolution Training: “Training individuals in the “competencies”—a discrete set of 
knowledge, skills and behavior—required to resolve conflict to the satisfaction of all parties 
involved.” (Developed by Principal Investigator based on Movius, 2008; Schippmann et al., 2000).   
Constructive Conflict Climate:  “Individual perceptions of cooperative interpersonal relations 
involving conflict and its management.” (Developed by Principal Investigator). 
Destructive Conflict Climate: “Individual perceptions of antagonistic interpersonal relations 
involving conflict and its management.”  (Developed by Principal Investigator). 
Global Motives: "Broad substantive factors that consistently influence intentions across diverse 
behavioral domains" (Westaby, 2005, p. 98). 
Intentions: "Indications of how hard people are willing to try, of how much of an effort they are 
planning to exert, in order to perform the behavior" (Ajzen, 1991, p. 181). 
Perceived Behavioral Control: "People's perception of the ease or difficulty of performing the 
behavior in question" (Ajzen, 1991, p. 183). 
Reasons: "Subjective factors people use to explain their anticipated behavior" (Westaby, 2005, p. 
100). 
Subjective Norms: "The perceived social pressure to perform or not to perform the behavior" (Ajzen, 
1991, p. 188). 
Training Motivation: “The direction, intensity, and persistence of learning-directed behavior in 




APPENDIX B: LETTER TO ORGANIZATIONS INVITING PARTICIPATION IN STUDY 
 
Date: January 2012 
To: Organizations Interested in Research on Internal Conflict Management 
From: Krister Lowe, Doctoral Candidate, Department of Organization & Leadership, Teachers 
College, Columbia University 
Re: Seeking Organization Interested in Research Collabration on “Organizational Conflict 
Climates” including Opportunity for Training 
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
Research Title: “Conflict Climates in Organizations: An Integrated Decision-making Model of 
Participation in Conflict Resolution Training” 
Research Description:  No research to date has examined the role that “confli t climates”—the 
atmosphere or ethos surrounding conflict and its management—play in predicting outcomes in 
organizations.  Other climates (e.g. diversity, creativity, leadership, service, safety, ethics, 
learning, etc…) have been found to influence important individual and collective outcomes in 
organizations such as job commitment, jobs satisfacon, performance, turnover, health and 
others.  Such findings suggest that examining conflict c imates may also prove fruitful. 
This study seeks to answer questions such as:  When conflict climates are very negative, do 
individuals have increased or decreased motivation to participate in conflict resolution 
interventions such as training, mediation or coaching?  What types of conflict resolution 
interventions (e.g. training, negotiation, coaching, mediation, group interventions, etc…) are 
effective for different types of conflict climate? Does conflict resolution training predict change 
in negative and/or cooperative conflict climates as well as individual motivations? 
One common intervention applied in organizations to address conflict issues is conflict 
resolution training.  In this study, negative and cooperative conflict climates are examined in 
relation to individuals’ reasons for and against par icipating in conflict resolution training as well 
as other factors such as attitudes, social pressures and self-efficacy regarding participation in 
conflict resolution training. Findings from this study may also extend to other interventions such 
as mediation, coaching, ombudsing, conflict management systems design, etc… 
Research Benefits: Organizations may receive a number of benefits from participating in the 
research including: 
• Understanding the level of negative and cooperative conflict climates in their 




• Understanding the impact of conflict climates on coflict management practices in the 
organization. 
• Understanding the reasons why staff members would be willing or not willing to 
participate in conflict resolution training.  
Research Requirements:  The study requires approximately 250 participants to complete an 
online survey which will be confidential and which will take approximately 20 minutes to 
complete.  The survey will be hosted using a third party online software technology in order to 
preserve the confidentiality of participant responses.  One to two months after completion of the 
survey, a number conflict resolution training workshops (one day workshops) would be offered 
(free) to the participating organization.  Survey participants would be offered the opportunity to 
attend the workshop. Following the workshop, survey participants would again be invited to 
complete an online survey that would assess participa ion in the trainings as well as any changes 
in conflict climate. 
Timeframe:  The ideal timeframe for roll-out of the study would take place in between 
December 2011 and March 2012.  The first data colletion could take place in January with the 
training workshops being offered in February.  The second data collection could take place in 
March. 
Researcher Biographical Profile:  Krister Lowe is an organizational psychologist wih a Master 
of Arts Degree from Columbia University where he is al o an advanced doctoral candidate 
working on his Ph.D. dissertation.  In addition, Krister has delivered hundreds of trainings 
workshops and interventions in the areas of collabor tive negotiation, mediation, team conflict 
and collaboration and conflict coaching.  He is an experienced mediator and has been practicing 
as a consultant, trainer and mediator since 2000.  Mr. Lowe has conducted conflict resolution 
interventions in over 20 countries worldwide for international organizations as well as other 
public and private sector institutions.  He currently resides in New York City.  Mr. Lowe has co-
published a number of articles on conflict resolutin and organizational psychology.  He is 
currently being advised by Dr. James Westaby in the Department of Organization and 
Leadership at Columbia University. 
Contact Information:  For more information or to contact the investigator: 
Krister Lowe 
Doctoral Candidate 









APPENDIX C: MEASURES 
 
Destructive Conflict Climate (5-point Likert scales)   
Items from Coleman and Lim, 2001:  Prompt: At my place of work… 
1. …people are afraid to express their true thoughts and feelings openly with each other. 
2. ... people tend to be hostile to and suspicious of one another. 
3. …conflicts often get way out of control. 
4. …people often use their power to make others do what they want. 
5. …I feel like I have nothing in common with the people I work with. 
 
 Items from author: Prompt: At my place of work… 
6.  …we have conflicts that waste a lot of resources (e.g. time, money, energy, etc…) 
7.  …we have conflicts that foster rigid thinking in people. 
8.  …we have conflicts that create an atmosphere of disrespect. 
9.  …we have conflicts that create cliques and factions amongst staff. 
10. …we have conflicts that create an overly political atmosphere. 
11. …we have conflicts that create significant mistru t. 
12. …we have conflicts that reduce morale.  
 
Constructive Conflict Climate (5-point Likert scales) 
      Items from Alper, Tjosvold, and Law (2000): Prompt: At my place of work… 
1. …people encourage a ‘we are in it together’ attitude when conflicts occur. 
2. …we seek a solution that will be good for all when co flicts occur. 
3. …all involved treat conflict as a mutual problem to be solved. 
4. …we work so that to the extent possible we all get what we really want when  
conflicts occur. 
5. …everyone combines the best of positions to make an ffective decision when 
conflicts occur. 
  
 Items from author: Prompt: At my place of work… 
6. …we have conflicts that stimulate creativity. 
7. …we have disagreements that help challenge conventional thinking. 
8. …we have disputes that foster employee engagement. 
9. …we have conflicts that force us to make needed changes. 
10. …we have disagreements that are managed to harness the diversity in the 
organization. 
11. …we have conflicts that stimulate learning. 
12. …we have tensions that generate motivation to strive for improvement. 
 
Reasons For and Against (4-point scales) 
Reasons For: Prompt - My reasons for participating  conflict resolution training within 
the next two months are to… 
1. Develop a new competency (i.e. knowledge, skills and bilities). 
2. Gain confidence in my ability to resolve conflict. 




4. Improve personal relationships. 
5. Improve morale in the organization. 
6. Increase productivity. 
7. Improve team performance. 
8. Gain motivation to resolve some of my conflicts. 
9. Help resolve workplace and/or family conflicts. 
10. Improve interpersonal skills. 
11. Enhance my professional and career development. 
12. Fulfill a learning requirement mandated by the organiz tion.  
13. Take a break from work. 
14. Receive coaching on conflicts that I am presently facing. 
 
Reasons Against: Prompt - My reasons for participating in conflict resolution training 
within the next two months are… 
1. Lack of time. 
2. Training won’t help resolve conflicts. 
3. Supervisors don’t support training. 
4. Colleagues don’t support training. 
5. Such training is not offered here. 
6. My reputation will be negatively impacted if I sign up. 
7. Not interested in the subject. 
8. I have taken similar trainings before. 
9. Others in the organizations don’t have the skills themselves. 
10. I won’t learn anything new.  
11. I don’t need training. 
12. I am uncomfortable with the topic. 
13. I’m scared of confronting conflicts. 
14. I’m fearful of creating more conflicts as a result of attending. 
 
Global Motives (5-point Likert scales) 
Prompt: Within the next two months… 
1. It would be good for me to participate in conflict resolution training. 
2. My participation in conflict resolution training would result in bad outcomes.* 
3. My participation in conflict resolution training would be beneficial.  
4. People who are important to me think I should participate in conflict resolution 
training. 
5. People who are important to me would disapprove of my participating in conflict 
resolution training* 
6. People who are important to me think I should not par icipate in conflict resolution 
training.* 
7. It would be easy for me to participate in conflict resolution training. 
8. It would be difficult for me to participate in conflict resolution training.* 
9. I can easily participate in conflict resolution training if I wanted to. 
 




Prompt: Within the next two months… 
1. I will participate in conflict resolution training. 
2. I plan to participate in conflict resolution training. 
3. I will not participate in conflict resolution training.* 
 
Behavior  
In the Time 1 survey, the following 5-point Likert scales and open-ended scales were used: 
Likert scales: 
1. I frequently participate in conflict resolution training.  
2. I always participate in conflict resolution training.  
3. I often participate in conflict resolution training. 
Open-ended scales: 
4. How many days have you participated in conflict resolution training over the past two 
months?   
5. How many hours per day did you participate in the training? 
6. How many times have your participated in conflict resolution training over the past 
year? 
 
In the Time 2 follow-up survey, the following 5-point Likert scales and open-ended scales were 
used: 
Likert scales: 
1. I fully participated in conflict resolution training in the past two months. 
2. I frequently participated in conflict resolution training in the past two months. 
3. I didn’t participate in conflict resolution training in the past two months” (reversed  
    scored).   
Open-ended scales:  
4.  How many days have you participated in conflict resolution training over the past two  
                 months? 
5. How many hours per day did you participate in the training? 
6. How many times have your participated in conflict resolution training over the past  
    year?”   
 
Demographic and Supplemental Variables 
1. Gender 
2. Age (Year of Birth) 
3. Rank (Supervisor/Non-Supervisor) 
4. Education Level (highest degree earned)   
5. Department 
6. Region 
7. Conflict Intensity (5-point Likert scale):  
a) How much friction is there among members in your wok unit? 
b) How much are personality conflicts evident in your work unit? 
c) How much tension is there among members in your work unit? 





8. Conflict Frequency: (5-point Likert scale) 
a. There are a lot of conflicts in our organization. 
b. Conflicts frequently occur in our organization. 
c. There are few conflicts in our organization.* (reverse scored) 
9.  Opportunities for Conflict Resolution Training (5-point Likert scale) 
a. There are opportunities for conflict resolution training. 
b. There are conflict resolution training opportunities at this organization that 
employees attend.  
10. How many days have you participated in conflict resolution training activities in the 
past two years: _____ days 
11.  Voluntary participation in training: (5-point Likert scale) 
a. Workshops on conflict resolution that were offered by the organization in the 
past two months were voluntary 
 
Anonymous Matching Code 
In order to do a follow-up anonymous survey (no oneis identified), we will simply use the 
data below to create an “anonymous identification cde”.  The code allows us to protect the 
confidentiality and anonymity of everyone’s responses in a follow-up survey that is sent out 
to everyone.  Please respond to the final items below which helps us create this important 
anonymous code: 
 
a) How many brothers and sisters did you have growing up? ____ 
b) What are the first three letters of the name of the high school you attended? ___ 
c) What are the first three letters of your first best friend’s name in high school: _____ 
(note: Responses to the following demographic items (collected earlier in the survey) are 
added to the three preceding items in order to create the matching code: gender, year of 







APPENDIX D: LETTER FROM ORGANIZATION TO SURVEY PARTICIPANTS 
 
<<Insert date, organization contact name and title,and subject: Participation in Organizational 




<<Insert Name of Organization>> in collaboration with The Department of Organization and 
Leadership at Teachers College, Columbia University i  conducting a research study to better 
understand conflict and conflict management in the workplace. 
 
You are being asked to complete an online survey within the next week that assesses your 
perceptions of the climate surrounding conflict management in the organization as well as your 
views about conflict resolution training.  The data collected in this survey is important for 
increasing our understanding of organizational conflict processes and practices.  Your 
participation is very much appreciated.  It would also very much help us better understand 
important issues in our organization.  All responses will be 100% anonymous. An independent 
third party researcher from Teachers College, Columbia University will conduct the data 
collection, which could be helpful to us for improving workplace wellbeing and performance.  
 
All study participants receiving this email will be offered an opportunity to attend a training in 
conflict resolution skills within the next two months or so.  Participation in the training is 
voluntary.  
 
Please click on the link below to access the survey which should take no more than 20 minutes to 
complete.   
 
<<Insert survey link here>> 
 









APPENDIX E: RESEARCHER’S INTRODUCTION LETTER TO PARTICIPANTS 
INCLUDING INFORMED CONSENT 
 
To: [Email] 
From: jkl26@columbia.edu via surveymonkey.com  <member@surveymonkey.com> 
Subject: <<Organization Name>>: Organizational Conflict Management Research and Training Study 
Body: Dear Colleague:  
 
Greetings from the <<name of unit>> within the <<department name and location>>.  <<Organization’s Name + 
unit>> in conjunction with The Department of Organizat on and Leadership at Teachers College, Columbia 
University is conducting research with <<Organization’s Name>> staff members globally on perceptions about 
“conflict management” in the workplace as well perceptions about “conflict resolution training.”  The r sults from 
this research will help increase our understanding about these important topics with a special focus on implications 
for performance and performance management. In addition, the study may help inform potential capacity-building 
efforts in this area in the future within the organization.  
 
In order to ensure a fair representation of staff pers ectives across the organization, you have been randomly 
selected along with others to provide us your views on this topic.  To this end, we have created a short (less than 15 
minutes) online survey to assess your perceptions. The survey is anonymous and confidential and will be collected 
and analyzed by a third party researcher from Teachrs College, Columbia University.  Results from the survey will 
be aggregated and no individual responses will be reported.  
 
The survey gathers staff perceptions on:  
1. The climate or atmosphere in the workplace when conflicts occur  
2. Ways conflicts are managed  
3. Attitudes towards conflict resolution training  
4. Prevalence of conflict resolution training  
 
The survey can be accessed through the following link. By clicking on the following link you have consented to 
participate in this research.  Please see detailed informed consent information at the bottom of this message that is 




We hope that you can take a few minutes to provide us with your valuable feedback by close of business on 
Thursday January 24, 2012.  
 
As part of this research process, you will be offered an opportunity to participate in an online webinar dealing with 
“conflict resolution training”.  This will be provided between January and early February 2013.  You will be sent an 
invitation to participate.  Your participation in this session is completely voluntary and will be provided at no cost.  
If you have any questions, please feel free to contact Mr. Krister Lowe, the researcher from Teachers College, 




<<Internal Organization Contact Details>> 
 
John Krister Lowe  
Researcher  
Department of Organization & Leadership  
Teachers College, Columbia University  
525 West 120th Street  
New York, NY 10027  




Email: JKL26@columbia.edu  
Please note: If you do not wish to receive further emails from us, please click the link below, and you will be 
automatically removed from our mailing list.  
https://www.surveymonkey.com/optout.aspx  
 
INFORMED CONSENT  
 
TEACHERS COLLEGE COLUMBIA UNIVERSITY  
525 West 120th Street, New York NY 10027 212 678 3000  
www.tc.edu  
 
DESCRIPTION OF THE RESEARCH: <<Organization’s Name>> in collaboration with The Department of 
Organization and Leadership at Teachers College, Columbia University is conducting a research study to better 
understand conflict and conflict management in the workplace. If you consent to participate, you will be asked to 
complete an online survey that assesses your perceptions of workplace conflict, conflict resolution and conflict 
resolution training. The data collected in this survey is important for increasing our understanding of organizational 
conflict processes and practices. The data collected will also help in understanding important issues in the 
organization. All responses will be 100% anonymous. No names are collected. An independent third party 
researcher from Teachers College, Columbia University will conduct all data collection using an external online 
survey technology that will take 15 minutes to participate.  
 
All study participants will be offered an opportunity to attend an online conflict resolution training i  the near future. 
Participation in the training is completely voluntary. In the future, a brief follow-up survey will be administered as 
well in order to assess any changes in perceptions over the course of the study.  
 
RISKS AND BENEFITS: In rare situations, the risks associated with this study may include some emotional 
reactions that might result from reflecting on conflict within the organization in your past experienc. You have the 
right to suspend your participation in the study at any time and for your responses to be destroyed should you feel 
uncomfortable during the survey. Benefits for participating include contributing to the understanding of workplace 
conflict processes as well as potential solutions. I  addition participants may benefit from attending an online 
conflict resolution training to be offered in the nar future for those interested. Please note that there is no monetary 
compensation for participating in this research.  
 
DATA STORAGE TO PROTECT CONFIDENTIALITY: The investigator will not require participants to provide 
their names or email addresses during the data collecti n. An anonymous matching code will allow us to match the 
two survey administrations. The investigator will not share individual responses with the organization and any 
reports of the study’s findings will only be reported at the group level. Electronic data collected will be stored on a 
USB flash disk in a locked file cabinet in the home of the principal investigator (no names are involved with this 
research).  
 
TIME INVOLVEMENT: Your participation will take approximately 15 minutes during each of two survey 
administrations. Your participation in the voluntary online conflict resolution training may increase th amount of 
time involved, but this is optional, and no data is collected during those trainings.  
 
HOW WILL RESULTS BE USED: The results of the study will be used to develop a report on conflict resoluti n 
and conflict resolution training. The report will be made available to <<Organization’s Name>>  leadership for 
learning and development purposes, but no names will be collected or shared. The data will also be used as part of 
dissertation research and potentially for use in publication in professional journals and conferences.  
 
PARTICIPANT'S RIGHTS  
Principal Investigator: Krister Lowe, Doctoral Candidate, Teachers College Columbia University  
Research Title: Conflict Climates in Organizations: An Integrated Decision-making Model of Participation in 




• I have read the Research Description provided by the researcher. I have had the opportunity to ask questions 
about the purposes and procedures regarding this study.  
• My participation in the research is voluntary. I may refuse to participate or withdraw from participation at any 
time without jeopardy to future medical care, employment status or other entitlements.  
• The researcher may withdraw me from the research at his/her professional discretion.  
• If, during the course of the study, significant new information that has been developed becomes available which 
may relate to my willingness to continue to participate, the investigator will provide this information to me.  
• Any information derived from the research project that personally identifies me will not be voluntarily released 
or disclosed without my separate consent, except as specifically required by law.  
• If at any time I have any questions regarding the research or my participation, I can contact the investigator, 
who will answer my questions. The investigator's phone number is (+1.917.664.0640).  
• If at any time I have comments, or concerns regarding the conduct of the research or questions about my rights 
as a research subject, I should contact the Teachers College, Columbia University Institutional Review Board 
/IRB. The phone number for the IRB is (212) 678-4105. Or, I can write to the IRB at Teachers College, 
Columbia University, 525 W. 120th Street, New York, NY, 10027, Box 151.  
• I understand that I am entitled to an electronic copy f the Research Description and this Participant's Rights 
document at my request. I may do so by writing to Krister Lowe JKL26@columbia.edu or by calling 
+1.917.664.0640.  































































Note: In order to preserve the confidentiality of the participating organization the following 
questions were omitted from the above: 
 
*18 – Regional Location 


































Note: In order to preserve the confidentiality of the participating organization the following 
questions were omitted from the above: 
 













APPENDIX I: INDIVIDUAL ITEM CORRELATIONS 
Table 8 








– CONFLICT CLIMATES AND BEHAVIORAL REASONS
 




























































APPENDIX J: BIVARIATE CORRELATIONS FOR RANK AND BEHAVIORAL 
 
Table 12 
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